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LISTING OF ALL PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDINGS 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT 
Pursuant to Rule 24(a of the Utah Rules of Appellate 
'Procedure ~ i I >u pa i 1 i <.»i= t J i i 1 11 s t i i < t i'i i i 
captioned Town of Alta v. Ben Hame Corporation, Civi I No. 88-
0908097CV, in S a n ^ake County are as follows: 
Plaintiffs: 
Town of Alta ("Alta" 
Municipal Corporation of 
the State of Utah 
Defendants: 
Ben Hame Corporation ("Bei i Hame"), an ill inois 
corporation 
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JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 
Jurisdiction over this case is vested this Court pursuant 
to Utah Code Ann. § 78-2-2(3)(j) (1989). 
STATEMENT OF ISSUES 
1. Did the trial court as a matter of law correctly 
interpret Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances § 22-9A-1 et. 
sea, (as amended April 5, 1981), as prohibiting high intensity 
short-term rental of Ben Hamefs building, which is located in 
a single family residential zone? 
2. Did the trial court correctly determine that as a 
matter of law Ben Hame was not entitled to a non-conforming 
use since Ben Hame's commercial use of its property was 
unlawful under Salt Lake County Ordinances? 
3. Was the trial court correct as a matter of law in 
ruling that the Town of Alta was not equitably estopped 
because its employees issued business licenses to Ben Hame to 
operate a commercial facility? 
4. Did the trial court properly rule as a matter of law 
that there was no genuine issue of material fact as to whether 
the Town of Altaf s zoning ordinances governing Ben Hamef s 
property are invalid as constituting illegal spot zoning where 
the zone contiguous to the subject property has much lower 
density limitations? 
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Upon review of a grant of summary judgment, the Supreme 
Court applies the same standard as that applied by the trial 
court. Durham v. Marqetts, 571 P.2d 1332 (Utah 1977). 
DETERMINATIVE LAW 
The interpretation of the following municipal ordinances 
is determinative on this appeal: 
Salt Lake County Ordinances, § 22-1-6(16) (as amended 
April 5, 1981) 
Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances § 22-9A-1 et. seq. (as 
amended April 5, 1981) 
Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances, § 22-1-6(51) 
Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances, § 22-4-11 
Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances, § 22-9-1 et. seq. 
The full text of these ordinances is contained in Addendum 4 
and Addendum 5. 
STATEMENT OF NATURE OF THE CASE 
Alta commenced this action in December 1988 seeking to 
enjoin Ben Hame's short-term rental use of its real property 
in the Town of Alta. Ben Hame's property is zoned FR-0.5 
which permits use as a single-family dwelling, agriculture 
uses, and accessory uses customarily incidental to a permitted 
use. The area in which Ben Hame's property is situated was 
annexed by the Town in 1982. Upon annexation, the zoning of 
the property did not change. The property was previously 
zoned FR-0.5 under Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances, under 
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which the permitted uses were virtually identical to the uses 
permitted by Alta's Zoning Ordinances. 
After evidentiary hearing, the district court granted a 
preliminary injunction on April 9, 1990, in favor of the Town 
of Alta, prohibiting the further short-term rental use of Ben 
Hame's property. Subsequently, upon Alta's motion for summary 
judgment, the district court on August 15, 1990 entered a 
Judgment and Permanent Injunction against short-term rental 
use by Ben Hame. From that final judgment Ben Hame appeals. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
1. The Town of Alta is a duly incorporated town and 
municipal subdivision of the State of Utah. (R. 824.) (See 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, dated August 15, 
1990, attached as Addendum 1.) 
2. The Ben Hame Corporation is an Illinois corporation 
qualified to do and doing business within the State of Utah. 
(R. 824. ) (Addendum 1.) 
3. On December 16, 1988, the Town filed its complaint 
in the district court seeking injunctive relief for zoning 
violations alleged against Ben Hame. (R. 2-6.) After an 
evidentiary hearing, the district court issued a preliminary 
injunction against Ben Hame's commercial rental and entered 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law on May 24, 1990. 
(Addendum 3.) These Findings and Conclusions were 
incorporated into the district courtfs subsequent Findings and 
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Conclusions, and Permanent Injunction, (R. 827-29; 831-32.) 
(Addendum 1.) 
4. Ben Hame owns certain real property located in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon within the borders of the Town of 
Alta in a subdivision known as the Blackjack Village 
Subdivision. The property was formerly a part of 
unincorporated Salt Lake County, and was annexed into the Town 
of Alta on August 11, 1982. The property contains a structure 
generally known as the "Ben Hame House." (R. 824.) (Addendum 
1.) 
5. The Town of Alta is located at the top of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon at a principal source of the watershed for 
Salt Lake County and at the termination point for State Road 
U-210. The Town is situated adjacent to the Alta ski resort 
located in the Wasatch National Forest. The relatively 
pristine environment at Alta is distinct from most other areas 
of the County. In the exercise of its police powers in 
accordance with a comprehensive plan and in order to preserve 
that environment to the greatest extent possible, Alta has 
enacted zoning ordinances designed to control the uses of 
property within the Town. One example is the Forestry and 
Recreation or "FR" zones, which govern the use of Ben Hamefs 
property. The Alta ordinances declare the purpose of the FR 
zones as follows: 
The purpose of the Forestry, Recreation & 
Residential Zones set forth in this 
chapter is to allow for uses of certain 
areas of the Town of Alta which will be 
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compatible with one another and with the 
natural, scenic beauty of the Town and 
the nearby mountain vistas. 
Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances, § 22-9-1. (R. 62) (A copy of 
the pertinent Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances ("Alta 
Ordinances") is attached as Addendum 5.) 
6. The Ben Hame House is zoned FR-0.5 within the Town 
of Alta. Permitted uses in that zone are enumerated in the 
Alta Ordinances as follows: 
(1) Agriculture as defined in Section 
22-1-6(2). 
(2) Single family dwellings. 
(3) Accessory uses and structures 
customarily incidental to a 
permitted use. 
Alta Ordinances, § 22-9-2. (R. 62.) (Addendum 5.) 
7. The Alta Ordinances specifically prohibit commercial 
rental use of real property in all the FR zones. Section 22-
9-3A reads as follows: 
It shall be deemed to be a prohibited 
commercial use in all FR zones to lease 
or rent any dwelling or other structure, 
or portion thereof for lodging purposes, 
for a period of thirty (30) days or less. 
Alta Ordinances, § 22-9-3A. (R. 62-63.) (Addendum 5.) 
8. Prior to its annexation into the Town on August 11, 
1982, the Blackjack Village Subdivision where the Ben Hame 
House is located was a part of unincorporated Salt Lake 
County. (R. 824.) The Ben Hame House was zoned FR-0.5 in 
Salt Lake County as well. The permitted uses in that zone 
were: 
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(1) Agriculture as defined in Section 
22-1-6(2) [sic]. 
(2) Single family dwellings. 
(3) Accessory uses and structures 
customarily incidental to a 
permitted use. 
Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances, § 22-9A-2 (as amended 
April 5, 1981). (A copy of the pertinent Salt Lake County 
Zoning Ordinances ("County Ordinances") are attached to this 
Brief as Addendum 4.) 
9. Since the Ben Hame House was constructed, Ben Hame 
and its predecessor partnership, consisting of John Templeton, 
Barry MacLean, and Dennis Keller, publicly and through the 
mails advertised the Ben Hame House as available for overnight 
rental use by guests. The advertising brochures printed and 
distributed by Ben Hame and its predecessor partnership 
advertised that the Ben Hame House could accommodate up to 
twenty (20) guests. A copy of one of Ben Hame?s 
advertisements is attached as Addendum 8. (R. 37-40. ) The 
building has the capacity to sleep twenty-two (22) persons at 
a time. (R. 824-25.) (Addendum 1.) 
10. Ben Hame advertised that the Ben Hame House has an 
on-site chef to prepare meals, and seven (7) rooms which can 
sleep various numbers of guests. The chef prepares meals for 
guests only upon request and does not prepare meals for 
others. (R. 825.) (Addendum 1.) 
11. Ben Hame's annual flyers setting rental rates have 
represented that the "basic rate" was a fixed amount plus 
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Twenty-Five Dollars ($25) for "each additional person over a 
set number of persons, usually twelve (12), but in its 1988-89 
flyer fourteen (14) persons. (R. 825; 37-40.) (Addendum 1; 
Addendum 8.) 
12. Ben Hame's own characterization of the facility in 
its advertising describes the Ben Hame House as follows: 
The residence offers such unusual resort 
home features as piano, stereo, hot tub, 
sauna, separate game room with pool table 
and table tennis, drying closets for ski 
wear, and living space that can 
accommodate 12 to 20 people. 
(R. 37.) (Addendum 8.) 
13. The Ben Hame House has been occupied for sleeping 
purposes by paying guests who were served meals by the on-site 
chef at various times since 1980 through the date of the 
district court's preliminary injunction. The number of guests 
has varied with the dates of occupancy, but at all material 
times, the numbers ranged from eight (8) up to fifteen (15) 
persons. Although there is no evidence that more than fifteen 
(15) guests ever occupied the Ben Hame House at one time, the 
unrefuted evidence shows that Ben Hame held itself out to the 
public as capable of accommodating twenty (20) persons at a 
time. (R. 825-26.) (Addendum 1.) 
14. Ben Hame charged as much as One Thousand Dollars 
($1,000) per night for rental of the Ben Hame House. (R. 826; 
37-40.) (Addendum 1; Addendum 8.) In 1988, Ben Hame earned 
rental income from the property of $53,957.02. (R. 98-100.) 
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15. The on-site chef/caretaker employed by Ben Hame 
occupies a bedroom at the Ben Hame House and manages the 
operations. The caretaker chauffeurs some guests back and 
forth between the Ben Hame House and the Salt Lake 
International Airport. (R. 826.) (Addendum 1.) 
16. Numerous of Ben Hame's tax and corporate filings 
show that Ben Hame and its predecessor partnership admit that 
the nature of its business is the "operation of hotels and 
inns." (R. 826.) (Addendum 1.) 
17. On three occasions, Ben Hame applied for and 
received business licenses from the Town Clerk of the Town of 
Alta or her assistants for the operation of a lodging 
facility. (R. 826.) (Addendum 1.) 
18. All of the real property in the Blackjack Village 
Subdivision is zoned the same, FR-0.5. (R. 761.) (See 
Affidavit of Marcus LaFrance, attached as Addendum 7.) The 
FR-0.5 Zone permits single family use, agricultural use, and 
accessory uses to those permitted uses. The zone expressly 
prohibits short-term rental for periods of less than thirty 
(30) days. (R. 62.) (Addendum 5.) 
19. The official Zoning Map of the Town of Alta, which 
is a part of the Zoning Ordinances, shows the various 
locations of zones throughout the Town. A copy of the Town of 
Alta Zoning Map is attached as Addendum 6. As shown on the 
Zoning Map, the property within the Town of Alta immediately 
to the north and to the west of Blackjack Village Subdivision 
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is zoned FM-20, which permits short-term rental only if a 
conditional use permit is previously obtained through the Town 
Planning Commission. The property to the north is known as 
the Sugarplum Planned Unit Development. Properties in that 
area are used as single-family dwellings, and are not used for 
short-term rental. (R. 761.) (Addendum 7.) 
20. The land immediately to the south and east of 
Blackjack Village Subdivision and contiguous to Ben Haiie's 
parcel and within the borders of the Town of Alta, is zoned 
FR-50, which permits one single-family dwelling every fifty 
(50) acres. (R. 762; 63.) (Addendum 7; Addendum 5.) 
21. Within the Blackjack Village Subdivision there are 
two other improved properties besides the Ben Hame House, one 
of which is immediately adjacent to the Ben Hame House on the 
west. Each structure is used as a single-family dwelling. 
(R. 762.) (Addendum 7.) 
22. It is necessary to prohibit short-term rental in the 
FR-0.5 Zone in the Blackjack Village Subdivision for the 
safety and welfare of all residents of the Town of Alta. The 
Blackjack Village Subdivision is located on the Bypass Road, 
which is one of only two roads connecting the Town of Alta to 
the Salt Lake Valley on the west. The other road is State 
Road U-210, which is the main road leading up Cottonwood 
Canyon. (R. 762.) (Addendum 6; Addendum 7.) 
23. State Road U-210 is very susceptible to avalanche 
danger and, of the two roads, is the one most often closed due 
9 
to avalanche. When avalanches occur, the Bypass Road is the 
only road by which emergency vehicles, residents, and tourists 
can travel between the Town of Alta and the Salt Lake Valley. 
Thus, it is crucial that the Bypass Road be free from the 
parking congestion that generally attends short-term rental, 
and which frequently exists near the Ben Hame House. (R. 
762.) (Addendum 7.) 
24. Short-term rental on the Bypass Road also interferes 
with the snow removal process. Often during the winter, if 
cars from short-term rental units are parked on the road, snow 
removal vehicles cannot get through, in which case snow 
removal vehicles are occasionally forced to "bury" parked 
vehicles in snow in order to clear the snow from the road. 
(R. 763.) (Addendum 7.) 
25. The Ben Hame House was never inspected or approved 
for compliance with the Uniform Building Code requirements for 
R-l occupancy, which applies to hotels and apartment houses. 
In addition, the Ben Hame House has never been inspected or 
approved under the appropriate provision of th€> Fire Code for 
commercial usage. (R. 763.) (Addendum 7.) 
SUMMARY OF TOWN OF ALTA'S ARGUMENT 
Ben Hame's principal brief on appeal seeking reversal of 
the district court's judgment and permanent injunction, 
prohibiting commercial rental of its house, ignores the 
controlling law and rules of statutory construction and 
distorts the facts. Ben Hame presents arguments premised on 
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underlying facts taken out of context and presented in 
violation of the rules of evidence, Ben Hame fails to 
acknowledge that it has attempted to operate a commercial 
lodging facility unlawfully in a residentially zoned area. 
Ben Hame's first argument that County Ordinances 
permitted the commercial rental of the Ben Hame House before 
annexation ignores the plain intent of the County Ordinances. 
Prior to annexation, Ben Hame's property was within a Forestry 
and Recreation Zone, FR-0.5. The Town adopted the same zoning 
upon annexation. Under the County zone, agricultural, single 
family dwelling, and accessory uses were permitted. The 
district court correctly found that the County Ordinances did 
not authorize commercial or short term rental in the FR-0.5 
zone, that the intent of the ordinance was to preserve the 
stability and traditional low intensity uses typically 
associated with single family residential areas and not to 
allow the operation of a commercial enterprise in a 
residential area. 
Ben Hame's attempt to inject before this Court, as it did 
below, affidavits of Salt Lake County employees offering their 
interpretation of the County Ordinances is immaterial and does 
not eliminate the Court's obligation to construe the 
ordinances as a matter of law. Ben Hame does not contend that 
the ordinances in question were vague and ambiguous. The 
references by Ben Hame to the purported enforcement practices 
of Salt Lake County are wholly irrelevant to the Court's 
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construction of the County Ordinances in the instant case. 
Thus, under the accepted rules of statutory construction 
resort to extrinsic evidence is improper. 
Even if the Court were to somehow resort to extrinsic 
aids to construe the County Ordinances in question, the total 
context of the ordinances provides ample aid to underscore the 
purpose and intent behind the prohibition of commercial rental 
of single family dwellings. The ordinances1 intent is to 
limit the use and development of the Salt Lake County canyon 
areas for the protection of the natural and scenic resources 
of the canyons and preservation for the benefit of future 
generations. 
Since Ben Hame's commercial rental of its home in the 
Town of Alta was precluded by the County Ordinances, its 
argument that it had a non-conforming use at the time of 
annexation of its property by the Town must also fail. The 
short-term rental of a single family residence was an unlawful 
use precluded by the County Ordinances at the time of 
annexation. Ben Hame could not have acquired a non-conforming 
use as a matter of fundamental zoning law. 
Ben Hame's argument that the Town of Alta is estopped 
from enforcing its zoning ordinances because it issued 
business licenses for the operation of a lodging facility is 
similarly deficient and ignores controlling law. A 
municipality may not be bound by a ministerial act of a town 
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clerk who is simply engaged in a revenue collection activity 
that does not constitute official zoning action. 
Appellant attempts to resurrect its spot zoning argument 
in this appeal by alleging there are material facts in dispute 
that precluded the district court from granting summary 
judgment. Ben Hame's argument that the particular zoning 
classification assigned to its property constitutes unlawful 
spot zoning ignores the underlying purpose and intent of the 
Alta Ordinances. Careful review of the district court's 
findings and appellant's argument on appeal will demonstrate 
there are no disputed facts but rather a disputed legal claim 
that the Town of Alta zoning ordinance applicable to the Ben 
Hame property is unconstitutional. The Town's zoning 
ordinance applicable to Ben Hame's property is enforced 
uniformly upon all nine lots lying within the Black Jack 
Village subdivision, including appellant's property. Property 
to the south and east of the Black Jack Village subdivision is 
zoned FR-50, a low density forestry zone permitting one single 
family dwelling every 50 acres. Property to the north and 
west of Black Jack Village subdivision is zoned FM-20 which 
permits short term rental only with the grant of a conditional 
use permit. 
The entire underlying theme of Ben Hame's appeal ignores 
Alta's zoning policy and reasons for the lawful exercise of 
its police powers. Alta has legitimate public policy and 
safety concerns justifying the prohibition of short term 
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rental in the FR-0.5 zone. Those concerns include avalanche 
control, snow removal, preservation of the water shed, traffic 
regulation, and safety for uninformed guests utilizing the Ben 
Hame facility on a short term rental basis. 
All of Ben Hame's arguments and attacks on the 
enforcement of the zoning ordinances of the Town must fail. 
The trial court's summary judgment and permanent injunction 
against Ben Hame enjoining it from further commercial rental 
use of its property should be affirmed. 
ARGUMENT 
POINT I 
THE DISTRICT COURT CORRECTLY INTERPRETED 
PRIOR SALT LAKE COUNTY ZONING 
ORDINANCES TO PROHIBIT SHORT-TERM 
RENTAL OF THE BEN HAME HOUSE. 
In its first point on this appeal, Ben Hame argues that 
short-term rental of the Ben Hame House was permitted under 
County Ordinances in effect prior to annexation of the Ben 
Hame House. This is urged only as a predicate to its second 
argument, that Ben Hame is entitled to a non-conforming use 
allowing the continued short-term rental of its property. 
Alta addresses the non-conforming use argument in Point II 
below, and the first argument here. 
Ben Hame argues here, as it did below, that the County 
Ordinances permit the commercial, short-term rental for which 
the Ben Hame House was used before issuance of the preliminary 
injunction by the district court. The district court rejected 
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that argument and ruled that Ben Hame's high intensity use was 
inconsistent with the single-family use restriction. The 
Court stated: 
The intensity and commercial nature of 
the use of defendant's house whether 
defined as a hotel, boarding house or 
lodging house, by Salt Lake County 
ordinances in effect at the time the 
structure was constructed is not a 
single-family use permitted under . . . 
previously applicable Salt Lake County 
Ordinances. The Court concludes that a 
reasonable interpretation of the single-
family zoning designation under the Salt 
Lake County FR-0.5 Zone does not include 
overnight rental use of six (6) sleeping 
rooms, occupied by at a minimum fifteen 
(15) transient persons for sleeping 
purposes. 
(R. 427-28.) (Addendum 3.) Ben Hame argues the district 
court erred in its ruling by "substituting its judgment" for 
that of Salt Lake County in the interpretation of the County 
Ordinances. The district court's conclusion of law was 
manifestly proper and this Court should sustain that ruling on 
appeal. 
A. The Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances 
Are Plain and Unambiguous, 
Under accepted principles of statutory construction, the 
court must begin by reviewing the plain language of the 
statute or ordinance at issue.1 This Court has stated that 
"The best evidence of the true intent and purpose of the 
1
 The same rules of construction apply to the 
interpretation of municipal ordinances as to state statutes. 
City of Puvallup v. Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Co., 98 
Wash. 2d 443, 656 P.2d 1035, 1038 (1982). 
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Legislature in enacting [a statute] is the plain language of 
the Act.M Jensen v. Intermountain Health Care, Inc., 679 P.2d 
903, 906 (Utah 1984). In a more recent decision the Court 
also ruled: 
Where statutory language is plain and 
unambiguous, this Court will not look 
beyond to divine legislative intent. 
Instead, we are guided by the rule that a 
statute should be construed according to 
its plain language. 
Allisen v. American Legion Post No. 134, 763 P.2d 806, 809 
(Utah 1988); see also PIE Employees Federal Credit Union v. 
Bass, 759 P.2d 1144, 1151 (Utah 1988). 
The County Ordinances in effect prior to annexation of 
the Ben Hame House into the Town of Alta, permitted the 
following uses of property in the FR-0.5 Zone: 
Section 22-9A-2. Permitted Uses. All 
permitted uses are subject to Section 22-
9A-4, through and including 22-9A-9. 
(1) Agriculture as defined in 
Section 22-1-6(2). 
(2) Single-family dwellings. 
(3) Accessory uses and 
structures customarily 
incidental to a permitted 
use. 
County Ordinances, § 22-9A-2 (as amended April 1981).2 (R. 
2
 Although the full text of the pertinent County 
Ordinances as attached in Addendum 4 was not formally made a 
part of the record in the district court, the Ordinances were 
extensively cited to the district court in numerous legal 
memoranda and there is no dispute between the parties as to 
which ordinances apply. This Court may take judicial notice 
of the County Ordinances to the extent necessary to the 
Court's decision on this appeal. See Wessel v. Erickson 
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722.) (Addendum 4.) The County Ordinances defined "single-
family dwelling" as "a building arranged or designed to be 
occupied by one (1) family, the structure having only one (1) 
dwelling unit." (R. 722-23.) (Addendum 4.) 
These County Ordinances are plain and unambiguous, the 
proper interpretation of which requires no resort to extrinsic 
evidence. The district court correctly interpreted the County 
Ordinances and concluded that Ben Hame's short-term rental use 
of the Ben Hame House was unlawful: 
The Court must interpret the ordinances 
in light of the intent of the drafters, 
and the Court strictly construes the 
ordinances against establishment of non-
conforming uses. High intensity 
overnight rental use does not accord with 
the letter and spirit of "single-family" 
zoning. The fact that Salt Lake County 
Zoning Ordinances do not contain a 
specific definition of commercial rental 
use does not alter this conclusion. 
Conclusions of Law, dated May 24, 1990, 1f 4. (R. 428.) 
(Addendum 3.) The district court's ruling is in harmony with 
the commonly accepted understanding of a single-family use. 
In Open Door Alcoholism Program, Inc. v. City of New 
Brunswick. 200 N.J. Super. 191, 491 A.2d 17 (N.J. Super. Ct. 
App. Div. 1985), the New Jersey court ruled that a home used 
as a half-way house for ten recovering alcoholics did not 
comply with a single-family use restriction in the zoning 
ordinance. The average length of stay of a resident was six 
months. In its ruling affirming enforcement of the single-
Landscaping, 711 P.2d 250, 253-54 (Utah 1985). 
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family zoning ordinance, the court stated that the residents 
lacked the stability and permanency of lifestyle that is 
characteristic of a single family. 
The controlling factor in 
considering whether a group of unrelated 
individuals living together as a single 
housekeeping unit constitutes a family, 
for purposes of compliance with a single-
family zoning restriction, is whether the 
residents bear the generic character of a 
relatively permanent functioning family 
unit. 
* * * 
It is thus evident that in order for 
a group of unrelated persons living 
together as a single housekeeping unit to 
constitute a single family in terms of a 
zoning regulation, they must exhibit a 
kind of stability, permanency and 
functional lifestyle which is equivalent 
to that of the traditional family unit. 
Id. at 20, 22. This reasoning supports affirmance of the 
district court's ruling in the present action as well. 
The district court also concluded that Ben Hame's short-
term rental use of the Ben Hame House did not constitute a 
permissible "accessory use" as stated in County Ordinances. 
(R. 429.) (Addendum 4.) The term "accessory use" is not 
separately defined in the County Ordinances. Section 22-9A-2 
permits "accessory uses and structures customarily incidental 
to a permitted use." (Addendum 4.) Describing hotel use as 
an "accessory use" of a single family housing is an extreme 
distortion of the ordinances. Furthermore, "accessory uses do 
not ripen into nonconforming uses." Pushnik v. Hempfield 
Township, 402 A.2d 318, 320 (Pa. 1979). Although neither 
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party addressed the question of accessory use in great detail 
in the district court, the court ruled that the Ben Hame house 
is not a permissible accessory use. It is apparent from the 
context of the ordinance that commercial, short-term rental of 
the Ben Hame house is not "customarily incidental" to a 
single-family use. 
B. The Total Context of the County 
Ordinances Supports the District Courtys 
Judgment. 
The district court's ruling was correct based not only 
upon the plain language of Section 22-9A-2 of the County 
Ordinances, which enumerates the permitted uses, but also in 
the context of the entire chapter relating to the FR Zones. 
Should the Court find any doubt or uncertainty as to the 
meaning of terms in the pertinent county ordinances, the Court 
should analyze them in light of the "total context of the 
ordinance . . . and also in relation to the purpose and the 
background circumstances, in which they are used." Salem City 
v. Farnsworth. 753 P.2d 514, 515 (Utah Ct. App. 1988) (quoting 
Crist v. Bishop, 520 P.2d 196, 198 (Utah 1974)). 
Sections 22-9A-1 through 22-9A-9 of the County 
Ordinances, which governed the FR Zones prior to the 
property's annexation into the Town of Alta, declare the 
purpose of the FR Zones as follows: 
To permit the development of the canyon 
areas of Salt Lake County for forestry 
recreation and other uses as set forth in 
and limited by Sections 22-9A-2 and 22-
9A-3 of this Chapter to the extent such 
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development is compatible with the 
protection of the natural and scenic 
resources of these areas for the 
continued benefit of future generations. 
County Ordinances, § 22-9A-1 (as amended April 5, 1981). 
(Addendum 4. ) The structure of that chapter supports the 
district court's interpretation. All uses permitted 
unconditionally are specifically enumerated in Section 22-9A-
2, which does not include commercial or short-term rental use 
of a property for periods of less than thirty (30) days. 
Certain other uses identified in Section 22-9A--3 are permitted 
only if a conditional use permit is previously obtained. 
Those uses are of a more intense and commercial nature than 
the unconditional uses listed in Section 22-9A-2. For 
example, Section 22-9A-3 identifies, among others, the 
following conditional uses: 
* * * 
(2) Commercial and private recreation. 
(3) Dwelling group.3 
(4) Living quarters for persons employed 
on the premises of any main use. 
* • • 
(7) Offices incidental to main use. 
(8) Planned unit developments. 
* * * 
3
 A "dwelling group" is defined in Section 22-1-6(27) of 
the County Ordinances as "a group of two (2) or more dwellings 
located on a parcel of land in one (1) ownership and having 
any yard or court in common.H 
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(12) Group day care home. 
(13) Day care/pre-school Center (subject 
to Section 22-2-23). 
County Ordinances, § 22-9A-3 (as amended April 5, 1981). 
(Addendum 4.) 
It is clear that Salt Lake County intended this chapter 
of its ordinances to permit unconditionally only those low-
intensity uses that are "compatible with the protection of the 
natural and scenic resources" of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Uses of a more intense and commercial nature have been 
identified as conditional uses, which may be undertaken only 
after obtaining a conditional use permit. County Ordinances, 
§ 22-1-6(16) (as amended April 5, 1981). (Addendum 4.) 
Construing the permitted uses in Section 22-9A-2 as a part of 
the whole act, see Jensen, 679 P.2d 903, 906 (Utah 1984), it 
is clear the district court properly ruled that high 
intensity, short-term rental of the Ben Hame House was 
unlawful under County Ordinances prior to annexation of the 
Ben Hame House into the Town of Alta. This Court should find 
that the district court's construction was correct as a matter 
of law, without reference to any extrinsic statements of Salt 
Lake County employees. 
C. Unofficial Statements of County Employees 
Are Not Binding On the Court. 
Despite the plain language of the ordinances, Ben Hame 
argues that the district court erred by ignoring "Salt Lake 
County's interpretation" of its own ordinances. As the 
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purported interpretation by the County, Ben Hame offers, as it 
did below, the affidavits of two past or present employees of 
Salt Lake County,4 and one interested citizen. Ben Hame's 
attempt to substitute the view of its own "experts" on the law 
for the judgment of the district court and this Court should 
be rejected. 
Testimony of county planners about the meaning of zoning 
ordinances is irrelevant. "As a general rule, a witness may 
not give his opinions on questions of law, for the 
determination of such questions is exclusively within the 
province of the court." Town of Brighton v. Griffin, 532 A. 2d 
1292, 1296 (Vt. 1987) (meaning of zoning ordinances) (citation 
omitted). Hypothetical legal questions posed to ministerial 
zoning officials are irrelevant to the interpretation of 
ordinances by the courts. Ben Hame's attempt to muddy the 
waters with affidavits by County employees and a private 
businessman was rejected by the district court and should be 
rejected by this Court. 
It is quite clear from the offered evidence that there 
has been no official interpretation by Salt Lake County which 
would bind or influence the district court's interpretation of 
4
 Ben Hame does not refer on appeal, as it did below, to 
the Affidavit of Vaun Fotheringham, a former County employee, 
who ventured his opinion that Ben Hame would not have been 
required to obtain a business license under County Ordinances. 
(R. 140.) Ironically, Ben Hame did feel it necessary to 
obtain three business licenses after the property was annexed 
into the Town of Alta, and argues on this appeal that the Town 
is thereby estopped from enforcing its zoning ordinances. 
(Brief of Appellant at pp. 27-29.) 
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the County Ordinances. All of the statements Ben Hame offers 
are unofficial advisory opinions by County employees made 
several years after the County lost any jurisdiction over the 
subject property. 
The Court should note that Ben Hame did not seek relief 
through administrative channels either in the Town of Alta or 
in Salt Lake County prior to annexation. Ben Hame sought no 
variance, zoning change, or other relief to sanction its 
commercial, short-term rental use. Its suggestion, therefore, 
that the district court owed deference to the unofficial 
statements of County employees is disingenuous. Although the 
district court owes deference to official interpretations by 
zoning authorities, Xanthos v. Board of Adjustment of Salt 
Lake City, 685 P.2d 1032, 1034-35 (Utah 1984), that standard 
of review does not apply where there has been no such official 
interpretation.5 The district court was free to interpret 
both the County Ordinances and the Alta Ordinances in this 
case under accepted principles of statutory construction, and 
owed no deference to the opinions of Ben Hamefs witnesses. 
Ben Hame offers the statements of one Ken Jones, the 
Director of Development Services for Salt Lake County, who 
offered his comments regarding Ben Hame's short-term rental 
use of the Ben Hame House, as follows: 
5
 This is not an appeal from a board of adjustment 
decision, and Ben Hame did not exhaust its opportunities for 
administrative relief. 
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During the entire time that I have worked 
for Salt Lake County as Assistant 
Planning Director and as Director of 
Development Services, short or long term 
rental of cabins and recreation homes in 
the canyons has never been specifically 
prohibited by a county enforcement 
action. 
Affidavit of Ken Jones, 1f 2. (R. 558-59.) In his deposition, 
Mr. Jones stated he did not believe Salt Lake County would 
have taken enforcement action to prohibit Ben Hame's short-
term rental use of the Ben Hame House. (R. 555-56.) 
Ben Hame also refers to the Affidavit of William A. 
Marsh, III, a Salt Lake County employee who contends that in 
the spring of 1988 the Salt Lake County Planning Commission 
declined to enact an ordinance which would have prohibited 
short-term rental in the FR-0.5 Zone. (R. 561-62). 
Finally, Ben Hame offers the affidavit of Mr. David 
Gordon Young who is not a County official but a private 
citizen who operates a pool of residential properties in Salt 
Lake County, which he rents to the general public on both 
short-term and long-term bases. Mr. Young asserts that Salt 
Lake County has never challenged his right to rent single-
family dwellings on a short-term basis in residential areas. 
(R. 565-67). 
Far from an official County interpretation of its zoning 
ordinances, these statements establish at best that Salt Lake 
County has failed to enforce the plain language of its 
ordinances against short-term rental of single-family 
dwellings. On that basis, Ben Hame asks the Court to infer 
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that the County actually intended to permit short-term 
rentals. However, such an inference is clearly improper. 
Even a previous lack of enforcement would not prevent Salt 
Lake County from later enforcing the ordinances to prohibit 
short-term rental• Salt Lake County v. Kartchner, 552 P.2d 
136, 138 (Utah 1976). Moreover, even if these affidavits 
could be considered to establish an interpretation based upon 
common usage and practice, this Court has held that: 
No matter how long the usage has been 
established or how general the 
acquiescence in the customary 
construction, it will not be permitted to 
override the plain meaning of a statute . 
• • • 
Union Pacific Railroad Co. v. State Tax Commission, 19 Utah 2d 
92, 426 P.2d 231, 233 (1967) (quoting 82 C.J.S. Statutes, § 
358). Were the law otherwise, derelict municipal enforcement 
officials could subvert the law by ignoring violations until 
vested rights somehow came into existence. If a Mississippi 
sheriff interprets the Fourth Amendment to allow unreasonable 
searches and seizures, would the courts defer to that 
interpretation or practice? Ben Hame's argument is no less 
absurd. Salt Lake County's enforcement officials may have 
enforcement goals, predilections, or political pressure that 
influenced them not to take action against the use of single 
family houses or boarding houses. 
This Court should find that Ben Hame's purported evidence 
of administrative interpretations by Salt Lake County are 
nothing more than unofficial, personal opinions of County 
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employees and interested individuals, which as a matter of law 
do not bind or influence the district court's interpretation 
of County Ordinances. The district court fully considered 
this evidence and ruled that it did not affect the courtf s 
interpretation of County Ordinances, which is evidenced in the 
court's Memorandum Decision holding that "the defendant has no 
non-conforming use under prior Salt Lake County Ordinances" 
(R. 815) (attached as Addendum 2). This Court should 
therefore affirm the judgment of the district court in all 
respects. 
POINT II 
APPELLANT HAS NO NON-CONFORMING USE 
BECAUSE ITS COMMERCIAL RENTAL 
USE WAS UNLAWFUL UNDER SALT 
LAKE COUNTY ORDINANCES. 
Ben Hame argues that if commercial, short-term rental use 
of the Ben Hame House was permissible under County Ordinances, 
Ben Hame is entitled to maintain that use regardless of any 
changes to applicable zoning ordinances. However, because Ben 
Hame's commercial lodging operation was unlawful under County 
Ordinances, the district court properly ruled that a non-
conforming use did not arise. 
The Alta ordinances specifically define commercial rental 
use as rental for periods of less than thirty (30) days. Alta 
Ordinances, § 22-9-3A. (R. 62-63.) (Addendum 5.) The County 
ordinances have never contained a definition of commercial 
rental use. However, because Ben Hame's commercial use was so 
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intense, there can be no question that the use was not a 
"single family" use permitted under the county ordinances, and 
the lower court so found. 
A "non-conforming use" has been defined as "a use of land 
which lawfully existed prior to the enactment of a zoning 
ordinance and which is maintained after the effective date of 
the ordinance even though not in compliance with use 
restrictions." Baxter v. City of Preston, 115 Idaho 607, 768 
P.2d 1340, 1341-42 (Idaho 1989). The Utah Legislature, in its 
statutory scheme governing zoning and planning by 
municipalities, has likewise provided for the establishment of 
a non-conforming use: 
[T]he regulations and restrictions 
adopted pursuant to authority under this 
chapter shall provide that the powers by 
this chapter given shall not be exercised 
so as to deprive the owner of any 
property of its use for the purpose to 
which it is then lawfully devoted . . . . 
Utah Code Ann. § 10-9-6 (1983) (emphasis added). The Alta 
Ordinances also recognize non-conforming uses in § 22-4-11,6 
as defined in § 22-1-6(51). 
The Colorado Supreme Court has said: 
Nonconforming uses are disfavored because 
they reduce the effectiveness of zoning 
ordinances, depress property values, and 
contribute to the growth of urban blight 
6
 Although the text of Section 22-4-11 was not made a 
part of the record below, it is nevertheless included in 
Addendum 5 for the Court's reference. This Court may take 
judicial notice of the ordinance if necessary to the Court's 
decision on this appeal. See Wessel v. Erickson Landscaping 
Co., 711 P.2d 250, 253-54 (Utah 1985). 
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. . . . Accordingly, zoning provisions 
allowing nonconforming uses to continue 
should be strictly construed, and zoning 
provisions restricting nonconforming uses 
should be liberally construed. 
Hartley v. City of Colorado Springs, 764 P.2d 1216, 1224 
(Colo. 1988) (citations omitted). However, if a non-
conforming use is established, a zoning ordinance which 
requires the discontinuance of that use would be a deprivation 
of property without due process of law. Gibbons & Reed Co. v. 
North Salt Lake City, 19 Utah 2d 329, 431 P.2d 559, 563 
(1967). 
To establish a non-conforming use, a property owner must 
prove that the use was lawful prior to the enactment or 
amendment of the zoning ordinance. See Utah Code Ann. § 10-9-
6. The Kansas Supreme Court recently rejected a claim of non-
conforming use under similar circumstances because the pre-
existing use was unlawful. In Goodwin v. City of Kansas City, 
244 Kan. 28, 766 P.2d 177 (1988), the plaintiffs claimed a 
non-conforming use entitling them to continue their excavation 
business despite an amendment to a city zoning ordinance 
prohibiting excavation use in that particular zone. The 
Kansas Supreme Court found the plaintiffs had failed to show 
lawful excavation use prior to the amendment because they had 
failed to obtain a special use permit as required by the prior 
ordinance. In holding that the plaintiffs had no non-
conforming use, the Kansas Supreme Court stated: 
A non-conforming use may not be 
established through a use which from its 
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inception violated a zoning ordinance. 
Such use has no lawful right to continue. 
Id. at 181 (citations omitted). 
The same reasoning requires affirmance of the district 
court's judgment in this case. As discussed in Point I above, 
the County Ordinances governing the use of the Ben Hame House 
before annexation permitted only single-family use, 
agricultural use, and other accessory uses. The district 
court properly ruled that the intensity of Ben Hame's 
commercial, short-term rental use of the Ben Hame House was 
simply inconsistent with any of the permitted uses of the 
property under Section 22-9A-2 of the County Ordinances. (R. 
428.) (Addendum 3.) This Court need not engage in the hair-
splitting exercise, as Ben Hame requests in its Brief at pp. 
21-24, of determining whether the Ben Hame House was a hotel, 
a lodging facility, a boarding house, or some other use. None 
of those uses were permitted in the FR-0.5 zone. Whatever 
description is applied to Ben Hame's use of its property, be 
it hotel, lodging house, etc., the use was not "single family" 
or "agricultural" as those terms are normally used. The 
district court found that Ben Hame's use of the property was 
of a high-intensity and commercial nature. (R. 427-28. 
(Addendum 3.) Such use was "unlawful from its inception" 
under County Ordinances and cannot become a legal non-
conforming use under Utah law. This Court should therefore 
affirm the district court's ruling that Ben Hame had no non-
conforming use. 
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POINT III 
THE TOWN OF ALTA IS NOT ESTOPPED 
TO ENFORCE ITS ZONING ORDINANCES 
AGAINST APPELLANT'S PROPERTY. 
Ben Hame next claims that by the issuance of three 
certificates of license to the Ben Hame Corporation, the Town 
of Alta is estopped to enforce its zoning ordinances against 
short-term rental use of the Ben Hame House. The district 
court properly rejected Ben Hame's estoppel argument and this 
Court should affirm that judgment. 
In order to successfully state a defense of estoppel in 
a zoning enforcement case, a party must show "exceptional 
circumstances . . . such as the intentional discriminatory 
application of the ordinance." Utah County v. Baxter, 635 
P.2d 61, 65 (Utah 1981). This Court further commented in Salt 
Lake County v. Kartchner, 552 P.2d 136 (Utah 1976), that 
alleged acts of municipal employees, absent exceptional 
circumstances, should not be allowed to thwart the legislative 
purposes of the zoning entity. The Court stated as follows: 
Estoppel, waiver or laches ordinarily do 
not constitute a defense to a suit for 
injunctive relief against alleged 
violations of the zoning laws, unless the 
circumstances are exceptional. Zoning 
ordinances are governmental acts which 
rest upon the police power, and as to 
violations thereof any inducements, 
reliances, negligence of enforcement, or 
like factors are merely aggravations of 
the violation rather than excuses or 
justifications therefor. 
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Kartchner. 552 P.2d at 138 (quoting 8A McQuillin, Municipal 
Corporations, § 25.349, pp. 491-92 (1965)). 
This action fits precisely within the rule of Baxter and 
Kartchner. Alta brought this action for injunctive relief to 
enforce its zoning ordinance. Absent "exceptional 
circumstances," Ben Hame's estoppel argument should be 
rejected. The only argument of Ben Hame which might be 
considered to raise the question of exceptional circumstances 
is its claim that Alta's enforcement constitutes spot zoning, 
which the district court rejected entirely. Alta responds to 
that issue in this Brief at Point IV. Because there are no 
such "exceptional circumstances," this Court should reject Ben 
Hame's estoppel argument as a matter of law, and affirm the 
district court's judgment. 
Should the Court review the estoppel issue under the 
usual rule, it must nevertheless reject the argument because 
Ben Hame simply has not established the requisite elements. 
This Court has consistently defined the elements of equitable 
estoppel as follows: 
Estoppel is an equitable defense that 
requires proof of three elements: (i) a 
statement, admission, act, or failure to 
act by one party inconsistent with a 
claim later asserted; (ii) reasonable 
action or inaction by the other party 
taken or not taken on the basis of the 
first party's statement, admission, act, 
or failure to act; and (iii) injury to 
the second party that would result from 
allowing the first party to contradict or 
repudiate such statement, admission, act, 
or failure to act. 
31 
CECO Corp. v. Concrete Specialists. Inc.. 772 P.2d 967, 969-70 
(Utah 1989). 
Ben Hame claims that the Town of Alta's issuance of three 
certificates of license, for the years 1983-1984, 1984-1985, 
and 1986-1987, meet the elements of equitable estoppel. This 
Court has previously held that persons dealing with municipal 
employees "are bound to ascertain the limits of their 
authority . . . . " First Equity Corp. of Florida v. Utah State 
University. 544 P.2d 887, 892 (Utah 1975). No estoppel can be 
created by acts of the Town clerk unilaterally changing the 
zoning ordinance enforcement. In this case, the issuance of 
licenses by the Town clerk as a revenue-gathering function 
cannot override the unambiguous proscription of commercial 
rental use contained in the Alta Ordinances. However, even 
assuming that issuance of the certificates constitutes an 
administrative approval of Ben Hame's commercial rental use of 
the Ben Hame House, satisfying the first element of the 
estoppel test, Ben Hamefs argument still must fail because it 
cannot show any reliance or injury. 
The second element of estoppel requires a showing of 
reasonable action or inaction based upon the first party's 
statement or act. CECO. 772 P.2d at 969-70. Ben Hame has 
pointed to nothing in the record, nor does the record contain 
any such evidence, to demonstrate what reasonable action or 
inaction Ben Hame claims to have taken because of the 
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certificates of license. Ben Hame's Brief has only the 
following to say on this point: 
The second element of estoppel is also 
met because Ben Hame acted reasonably on 
the basis of Alta's representations that 
short-term seasonal rental was legal and 
uncontested by the Town. Three separate 
licenses and eight years of no word from 
the town that its rental practices were 
unacceptable to the City creates 
reasonable grounds upon which Ben Hame 
was justified in carrying on its 
practices. 
Brief of Appellant, p. 28. It is abundantly clear from Ben 
Hame's own Brief that it made no change of position in 
reliance upon any alleged representation by the Town of Alta. 
First, the certificates of license themselves belie Ben 
Hame's claim of detrimental reliance. The Ben Hame House was 
annexed into the Town of Alta on August 11, 1982, yet the 
first Certificate of License was not issued by the Town of 
Alta until January 3, 1985. (R. 550, 581, 583.) (See Brief 
of Appellant, Addendum 8.) In the meantime, Ben Hame made 
commercial rental use of the Ben Hame House for approximately 
two and one-half (2 1/2) years, without any supposed 
representation from the Town of Alta that the use was 
permissible. 
Use of the Ben Hame House did not change after Ben Hame 
obtained a certificate of license from the Town of Alta. Ben 
Hame did nothing but continue to use the property as a 
commercial rental facility. As the district court ruled in 
its Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, dated May 24, 
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1990, "defendant has readily admitted that its commercial 
rental activities continue to the present as indeed the 
defendant must if it were to succeed in its claims for an 
establishment of a non-conforming use." (R. 429.) (Addendum 
3.) Under such circumstances, there is no basis in equity to 
shift the responsibility for Ben Hame's actions onto the Town 
of Alta. Leaver v. Grose, 610 P.2d 1262, 1264 (Utah 1980). 
For the same reasons, Ben Hame can demonstrate no injury 
resulting from its "reliance" upon the Town of Alta, the third 
element of the test for equitable estoppel. Therefore, this 
Court should reject Ben Hamefs estoppel argument and affirm 
the district court's judgment in all respects. 
POINT IV 
THE DISTRICT COURT PROPERLY 
FOUND NO GENUINE ISSUE OF MATERIAL 
FACT AS TO THE VALIDITY OF THE 
ALTA ORDINANCES, OR AS TO THE 
NON-EXISTENCE OF SPOT ZONING. 
Ben Hame attacks the validity of the Alta Ordinances 
governing the use of the Ben Hame House by arguing that the 
prohibition against commercial rental use ordinances is 
arbitrary and capricious, and constitutes illegal spot zoning. 
The district court rejected these arguments and ruled that the 
Alta Ordinances are valid and constitutional. 
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A. The Alta Ordinances are Valid and 
Constitutional Because they Are 
Rationally Related to a Legitimate Public 
Goal, 
Because of the complexity of factors involved in zoning 
decisions, planning commissions and governing bodies are 
allowed broad discretion, and their actions are endowed with 
a presumption of correctness and validity, which the courts 
will not interfere with unless there is no reasonable basis to 
justify the action taken. Cottonwood Heights Citizens Assoc. 
v. Board of Commissioners of Salt Lake County, 593 P.2d 138, 
140 (Utah 1979); Gavland v. Salt Lake County. 11 Utah 2d 307, 
358 P.2d 633, 636 (1961); Sandy City v. Salt Lake County. 794 
P.2d 482, 485-86 (Utah Ct. App. 1990). A court will not 
invade the province of the planning commission or substitute 
its judgment therefor unless the zoning action is arbitrary 
and capricious. Naylor v. Salt Lake City Corp., 17 Utah 2d 
300, 410 P.2d 764, 765-66 (1966). Well-established rules of 
statutory construction dictate that municipal ordinances 
"should not be declared unconstitutional if there is any 
reasonable basis upon which they can be found to come within 
the constitutional frame work [sic] . . . ." Murray City v. 
Hall, 663 P.2d 1314, 1317 (Utah 1983) (quoting Greaves v. 
State, 528 P.2d 805, 806-07 (Utah 1974)). A zoning ordinance 
challenged on equal protection grounds, if it involves neither 
a suspect classification nor a fundamental interest, is valid 
if the classification adopted by the ordinance is rationally 
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related to a legitimate public goal. Thurston v. Cache 
County, 626 P.2d 440, 444 (Utah 1981). 
Alta presented substantial evidence in the district court 
to demonstrate that the Alta Ordinances are rationally related 
to a legitimate public goal. The Affidavit of Marcus LaFrance 
(Addendum 7), currently the Town Building Inspector and 
formerly a member of the Town Planning Commission, establishes 
that the restriction against commercial rental use is clearly 
related to the health, safety, and welfare of Town residents 
and visitors. The Bypass Road, on which Ben Hame's property 
is located, is a crucial alternate route between the Town of 
Alta and the rest of Salt Lake County in the event the main 
road, known as State Road 210, is closed by avalanche. Of the 
two roads, Route 210 is the one most susceptible to and most 
frequently closed due to avalanche. Therefore, it is critical 
that the Bypass Road be free from the parking congestion that 
generally attends short-term rental. In addition, the Ben 
Hame House was never inspected or approved for compliance with 
Uniform Building Code or Fire Code provisions regarding 
structures used for commercial, short-term rental. (R. 761-
63.) 
The Alta Ordinances are presumptively valid, and valid 
because of their rational relation to a legitimate public 
goal. Ben Hame has failed to present any admissible evidence 
sufficient to overcome the presumption or to rebut Alta's 
evidence showing the legitimate basis for the ordinances. The 
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only evidence presented to attack the validity of the Alta 
Ordinances was the Affidavit of Eugene B. Jacobs, a Professor 
of Law at Brigham Young University. (The pertinent portion of 
that affidavit is quoted at pages 31-32 of Ben Hame's Brief.) 
In the district court, Alta moved to strike the affidavit on 
the ground that it is impermissible expert opinion testimony, 
both in substance and in form. (R. 711-17, 770-72.) This 
Court should disregard the affidavit on the same basis, and 
rule that the purported dispute of fact posed by Jacobs' 
affidavit cannot defeat the district court's summary judgment. 
B. Appellantfs Purported Issues of Fact Are 
Not Genuine and Cannot Defeat Summary 
Judgment. 
Under Rule 56 of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure, an 
issue of fact sufficient to defeat summary judgment must be 
both genuine and material. Utah R. Civ. P. 56(c). A factual 
issue is genuine "if the evidence is such that a reasonable 
jury could return a verdict for the non-moving party." 
Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 248 (1986); see 
also Jackson v. Dabney. 645 P.2d 613, 615 (Utah 1982) (genuine 
issue of fact exists where reasonable minds could differ as to 
whether defendant's conduct is unlawful). An important 
purpose of summary judgment is to pierce the pleadings and 
determine whether there is any genuine issue to present to the 
fact finder. Reagan Outdoor Advertising, Inc. v. Lundqren, 
692 P.2d 776, 779 (Utah 1984). 
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In Lundqren. this Court refused to reverse summary 
judgment upon a conclusory affidavit purporting to create a 
dispute of fact. The plaintiff sought to enforce a non-
competition agreement with the defendant, despite the 
defendant's previous termination and re-employment with the 
plaintiff. In an attempt to defeat summary judgment, the 
plaintiff offered an affidavit characterizing defendant's 
previous termination as merely a "leave of absence." In 
affirming summary judgment for the employee, this Court held 
that the affidavit: 
constitutes nothing more than a 
conclusory statement that is insufficient 
to create a genuine issue of fact, which 
would preclude the entry of summary 
j udgment. 
Id. 
The Affidavit of Eugene Jacobs, by which Ben Hame tries 
to create a genuine issue of fact, contains similar conclusory 
statements and is legally insufficient to defeat summary 
judgment. Most of the conclusions stated in Mr. Jacobs' 
affidavit are of the kind which ordinary persons of common 
understanding are fully equipped to reach without the 
assistance of expert testimony. For example, in paragraph 41 
Mr. Jacobs offers the following conclusions: 
a. That short-term rental of the Ben 
Hame House does not increase 
congestion in the streets in 
Blackjack Village Subdivision. 
b. That short-term rental of the Ben 
Hame House does not increase parking 
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problems in the Blackjack Village 
Subdivision. 
* * * 
d. That the short-term rental of the 
Ben Hame premises does not increase 
the risk from or subject a greater 
number of people to the dangers of 
avalanches or other dangers. 
e. That short-term rental of the Ben 
Hame premises does not contribute to 
overcrowding and undue concentration 
of populations in the Blackjack 
Village Subdivision. 
Affidavit of Eugene Jacobs, ir 41(a). (R. 677.) The 
conclusory statements in the Jacobs affidavit simply do not 
create a genuine issue of fact. A reasonable jury could not 
determine that there is no reasonable basis to justify Alta's 
prohibition of short-term rental in the Blackjack Village 
Subdivision. 
Furthermore, the conclusions set forth in paragraphs 
41(a) through 41(k), (R. 677-78), are all improper expert 
opinion testimony because they will not assist the trier of 
fact as required by Utah R. Evid. 702. Scott v. Sears, 
Roebuck & Co., 789 F.2d 1052, 1054 (4th Cir. 1986) (matters 
within common knowledge of jurors almost by definition can be 
of no assistance). The remaining conclusions contained in 
paragraph 41(1) through 41(n) of the Jacobs affidavit are 
simply legal conclusions as to the appropriate interpretation 
of the Town's zoning ordinances. (R. 678-79.) Those 
statements are inadmissible under Rules 403 and 704 of the 
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Utah Rules of Evidence. See Karns v. Emerson Electric Co.. 
817 F.2d 1452, 1459 (10th Cir. 1987) (interpreting 
corresponding Federal Rules). Accordingly, this Court should 
determine that there was no genuine issue of fact and that the 
district court's summary judgment was correct as a matter of 
law. 
C. The Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances Do Not 
Constitute Illegal Spot Zoning. 
Ben Hame also argues that the Town's zoning scheme 
constitutes spot zoning as applied to the Ben Hame House. 
Spot zoning has been defined as: 
Zoning action by which a smaller area is 
singled out of a larger area or district 
and specially zoned for a use 
classification totally different from and 
inconsistent with the classification of 
surrounding land, and not in accordance 
with the comprehensive plan. 
Save Our Rural Environment v. Snohomish County, 99 Wash. 2d 
363, 662 P.2d 816, 819 (Wash. 1983); see also Crestview-
Holladav Home Owners Assoc. Inc. v. Enoh Floral Co., 545 P.2d 
1150, 1151 (Utah 1976). 
The evidence in the district court clearly supported the 
summary judgment rejecting Ben Hamefs spot zoning claim. The 
evidence contained in the Affidavit of Marcus LaFrance, which 
was unrefuted by Ben Hame, was that the entire Blackjack 
Village Subdivision is zoned FR-0.5. That zone permits 
single-family use, agricultural use, and accessory uses. The 
property to the north and west of the Blackjack Village 
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Subdivision is zoned FM-20, which permits one (1) structure 
per twenty (20) acres and allows short-term rental only if a 
conditional use permit is previously obtained. The property 
to the south and east of Blackjack Village Subdivision is 
zoned FR-50, which permits one (1) single-family dwelling 
every fifty (50) acres. Of the nine (9) lots within the 
Blackjack Village Subdivision, two others are improved 
properties, both of which are put to single-family use. 
(Affidavit of Marcus LaFrance, 1fir 4-7.) (R. 761-62.) 
(Addendum 7.) 
The unrefuted evidence shows that the Blackjack Village 
Subdivision is bordered by properties zoned for uses less 
intense than Ben Hame's short-term rental use of the Ben Hame 
House. None of the properties permit commercial, short-term 
rental as a matter of right. Ben Hame's argument that its 
property has been singled out for a use restriction which is 
totally inconsistent with the permitted uses of surrounding 
properties is simply without merit and should be rejected. 
This Court should affirm the district court's judgment which 
rejected Ben Hame's spot zoning argument. 
CONCLUSION 
If a high intensity rental operation, charging $1,000.00 
per night and accommodating up to twenty (20) guests is held 
to be compatible with single family residential use, the 
protections of zoning ordinances throughout Utah will be 
drastically undermined. For the reasons set forth above, this 
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Court should affirm the district court's summary judgment and 
permanent injunction in all respects. 
CAMPBELL MAACK & S 
E. BARNEY GESAS 
WILLIAM H. (ZHRISTENSEN 
MATTHEW C.-^ BARNECK 
Attorneys for Appellee 
Town of Alta 
February 19, 1991 
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1. District Court's Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, 
dated August 15, 1990. 
2. Memorandum Decision, dated July 27, 1990. 
3. District Court's Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, 
dated May 24, 1990. 
4. Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances, Sections 22-1 through 22-
6, 22-9A-1 through 22-9A-9, (as amended April 5, 1981). 
5. Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances, Sections 22-1-1 through 22-1-
6, and 22-9-1 through 22-9-10. 
6. Town of Alta Zoning Map. 
7. Affidavit of Marcus LaFrance, dated July 6, 1990. 
8. Advertisement for Rental Use of Ben Hame House. 
Addendum 1 
E. BARNEY GESAS (1179) 
MATTHEW C. BARNECK (5249) 
CAMPBELL MAACK & SESSIONS 
First Interstate Plaza, Suite 400 
170 South Main Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1605 
Telephone: (801) 537-5555 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 
STATE OF UTAH 
TOWN OF ALTA, 
Plaintiff, : FINDINGS OF FACT 
AND 
vs. : CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
BEN HAME CORPORATION, : 
Defendant. : Civil No. 880908097CV 
Judge Raymond S. Uno 
This matter came before the Court on July 11, 1990, on 
the respective motions for summary judgment filed by plaintiff, 
the Town of Alta, and by defendant, Ben Hame Corporation, the 
Honorable Raymond S. Uno presided. E. Barney Gesas appeared on 
behalf of the plaintiff and James W. McConkie and Bruce R. 
Findlay appeared on behalf of the defendant. The Court reviewed 
the briefs and exhibits of the parties, heard oral argument, and 
took the matter under advisement. The Court having duly 
considered the motions of the parties, and having entered a 
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Memorandum Decision on July 27, 1990, now makes the following 
findings of fact and conclusions of law, 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
1. The plaintiff, Town of Alta, is a duly incorporated town 
and a municipal subdivision of the State of Utah. 
2. The defendant, Ben Hame Corporation, is an Illinois 
corporation qualified for and doing business in the State of 
Utah. 
3. The defendant owns certain real property located in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon, formerly in unincorporated Salt Lake 
County, but presently within the borders of the Town of Alta in 
an area known as the Blackjack Village Subdivision. The 
defendant's real property contains a structure generally known 
as the "Ben Hame House," which was built in approximately 1979 
to 1980 and occupied in 1981. 
4. The property where the Ben Hame House is located was 
annexed from Salt Lake County into the Town of Alta on August 11, 
1982. 
5. Since the Ben Hame House was constructed, the Ben Hame 
Corporation and its predecessor partnership, consisting of John 
Templeton, Barry MacLean, and Dennis Keller publicly and through 
the mails advertised the Ben Hame House as available for 
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overnight rental use by guests. The advertising brochures 
printed and distributed by the Ben Hame Corporation and its 
predecessor partnership advertised that the Ben Hame House could 
accommodate up to twenty (20) guests. 
6. The Ben Hame House has the capacity to sleep twenty-two 
(22) persons at one time in various beds, roll-away beds, day-
beds, and fold-out couches that are present at the Ben Hame 
House. 
7. The defendant discloses in its advertising disseminated 
to potential customers that the Ben Hame House has an on-sight 
chef to prepare meals and seven (7) rooms which can sleep various 
numbers of guests. The chef prepares meals for guests only upon 
request and does not prepare meals for others. 
8. The defendant's annual flyers setting rental rates for 
various days of the year as distributed to the public have 
represented that the "basic rate" was a fixed amount, plus 
twenty-five dollars ($25) for "each additional person" over a set 
number of persons, usually twelve (12), but in its 1988-89 flyer, 
fourteen (14) persons. 
9. The Ben Hame House has been occupied for sleeping 
purposes by paying guests who were served meals by the on-sight 
chef at various times since 1980 and continuing to date. The 
number of guests has varied with the dates of occupancy, but at 
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all material times the numbers ranged from eight (8) up to at 
least fifteen (15) persons. Although there is no evidence that 
more than fifteen (15) guests ever occupied the Ben Hame House 
at one time, the unrefuted evidence shows that the defendant held 
itself out to the public as capable of accommodating twenty (20) 
persons. 
10. Defendant charges as much as $1,000 per night for rental 
of the Ben Hame House. 
11. The on-sight chef/caretaker employed by the defendant 
occupies a bedroom at the Ben Hame House and manages its 
operation. The caretaker shuttles some guests back and forth 
between the Ben Hame House and the Salt Lake International 
Airport. This service is provided upon request and by prior 
arrangement. 
12. Numerous of defendant's tax and corporate filings show 
that defendant, and its predecessor partnership, described the 
nature of its business as the operation of hotels and inns. This 
was done upon the recommendation of defendant's accountant for 
tax saving purposes. 
13. On three occasions the defendant applied for and 
received business licenses from the town clerk of the Town of 
Alta or her assistants for the operation of a lodging facility. 
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14. The Court incorporates into these findings its 
previously entered Findings of Fact dated May 24, 1990. 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
1. The facts demonstrate that defendant's use of the Ben 
Hame House constitutes a violation of the zoning ordinances of 
the Town of Alta, specifically Sections 22-9-1 et. seq. which 
implement the FR-0.5 Zone, which ordinances were recodified in 
June 1989 as the Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances, Sections 22-7-
1 et. seq. 
2. The continued commercial rental use of the Ben Hame 
House, specifically the short-term rental thereof for periods of 
less than thirty (30) days, constitutes immediate and irreparable 
harm for which plaintiff is entitled to injunctive relief. 
3. Plaintiff is entitled to a permanent injunction against 
defendant's use of the Ben Hame House as a commercial rental 
facility, which includes short-term rental of the Ben Hame House 
for periods of less than thirty (30) days. 
4. The defendant has no non-conforming use permitting 
short-term rental of the Ben Hame House based upon Salt Lake 
County Zoning Ordinances in effect prior to the property's 
annexation into the Town of Alta. 
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5. Because the defendant has no established non-conforming 
use under prior Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances, plaintiff's 
enforcement of the Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances prohibiting 
commercial rental use does not constitute a taking of defendant's 
property rights. 
6. The Court fully considered the asserted defense that 
plaintiff's zoning ordinances as applied to defendant constitute 
unlawful spot zoning, as well as the Affidavit of Eugene Jacobs 
which was proffered in support of the defense. Further, the 
Court fully considered the legal authorities, the Town of Alta 
zoning map, and the Affidavit of Marcus LaFrance submitted by 
plaintiff in opposition to the defense of spot zoning. Having 
done so, the Court concludes that enforcement of the Town of Alta 
Zoning Ordinances under the FR-0.5 zone to prohibit commercial 
or short-term rental of the Ben hame House does not constitute 
spot zoning. 
7. Plaintiff is entitled to a judgment in its favor as a 
matter of law pursuant to Rule 56 of the Utah Rules of Civil 
Procedure against the further commercial or short-term rental use 
of the Ben Hame House. 
8. Plaintiff is further entitled to a judgment in its favor 
as a matter of law pursuant to Rule 56 of the Utah Rules of Civil 
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Procedure dismissing defendant's counterclaim in its entirety 
and on the merits. 
9. Defendant's motion for summary judgment is denied. 
10. The Court incorporates into these conclusions its 
previously entered Conclusions of Law dated May 24, 1990. 
DATED this /t3~^ day of August, 1990. 
BY THE COURT: 
\jt« 
HONORABLE RAYMOND S. UNO 
Third District Court Judge 
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CAMPBELL MAACK & SESSIONS 
E*. "BARNEY X E S A S ( ddte/) 
MATTHEW C. BARNECK 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
the Town of Alta 
PARKER, McKEOWN & McCONKIE 
JAMES W. McCONKIE (date) 
Attorneys for Defendant 
the Ben Hame Corporation 
KIRTON, McCONKIE & POELMAN 
BRUCE FINDLAY (date) 
Attorneys for Defendant 
the Ben Hame Corporation 
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Addendum 2 
Third Judicial Ctsrrict 
2 7 1990 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
TOWN OF ALTA, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BEN HAME CORPORATION, 
Defendant. 
MEMORANDUM DECISION 
CIVIL NO. 880908097 CV 
This matter came before this court on the 11th day of July, 
1990 and the plaintiff was represented by its attorney Barney 
E. Gesas and defendant was represented by its attorneys James 
W. McConkie and Bruce R. Findlay on their respective Motions 
for Summary Judgment. Arguments were made and the matter 
submitted for decision. The Court having taken the matter 
under advisement and now being fully advised and for good cause 
shown therefore, now enters its Memorandum Decision. 
I. BRIEF STATEMENT OF FACTS 
1. The plaintiff, Town of Alta, is a duly incorporated 
town and a municipal subdivision of the State of Utah. 
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2. The defendant, Ben Hame Corporation, is an Illinois 
corporation qualified for and doing business in the State of 
Utah. 
3. The defendant corporation owns certain real property 
located in Little Cottonwood Canyon, formerly in unincorporated 
Salt Lake County, but presently within the borders of the Town 
of Alta in a subdivision known as Blackjack subdivision. The 
defendant's real property contains a structure generally known 
as the "Ben Hame House11 which was built in approximately 1979 
to 1980, and occupied in 1981. 
4. Since the house was finished in approximately 1980, 
the Ben Hame Corporation and its predecessor partnership, 
consisting of John Templeton, Barry MacLean, and Dennis Keller, 
advertise the Ben Hame House as available for overnight rental 
use by guests. The advertising brochures printed and 
distributed by the Ben Hame Corporation and its predecessor 
partnership advertised that the defendant's property could 
accommodate up to twenty (20) guests. 
5. The Ben Hame House has the capacity to sleep 
twenty-two (22) persons at one time in various beds, roll-away 
beds, day-beds and fold-out couches that are present at the Ben 
Hame House. 
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6. The defendant corporation in its advertising 
disseminated to potential customers discloses that it has an 
on-site chef to prepare meals and that it has seven (7) rooms 
that can sleep various numbers of guests. Plaintiff's 
witnesses testified the chef only prepares meals upon request 
and does not prepare meals for others. 
7. The defendant's annual flyers setting rental rates for 
various days of the year and distributed to the public provided 
that the "basic rate" was a fixed amount, plus $25.00 for "each 
additional person" over a set number of persons, usually twelve 
(12), but in its 1988-89 flyer, fourteen (14) persons. 
Plaintiff's witnesses testified they are not aware of any time 
the number of persons exceeded fifteen (15) persons. 
8. The Ben Hame House has been occupied for sleeping 
purposes by paying guests who were served meals by the on-site 
chef at various times since 1980 and continuing to date. The 
number of guests has varied with various occupancy dates, but 
at all material times the numbers ranged from eight (8) persons 
up to at least fifteen (15). Although defendant denies that 
more than fifteen (15) guests ever occupied the Ben Hame House 
at one time, the unrefuted evidence shows that the defendant 
held itself out to the public as capable of accommodating 
twenty (20) persons. 
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9. Defendant charges as much as $1,000.00 per night for 
rental of its structure. 
10. Defendant employs an on-site chef/caretaker that 
occupies a bedroom at the structure and manages the operation. 
The on-site caretaker shuttles some guests back and forth 
between the real property home, and Salt Lake Airport. 
Plaintiff's witnesses testified this service is provided upon 
request and prior arrangement. 
11. Numerous of defendant's tax and corporate filings show 
that defendant, and its predecessor partnership, described the 
nature of its business as the operation of hotels and inns. 
Plaintiff's witnesses testified this was on recommendation of 
their accountant for tax saving purposes. 
12. The parties do not dispute that on three occasions the 
defendant applied for and received business licenses from the 
Town of Alta's clerk or her assistants for operation of a 
lodging establishment. 
II. PARTIES' MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
A. PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
The Town of Alta (plaintiff), alleges that the Ben Hame 
Corporation (defendant), has violated Section 22-9-3A of the 
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Alta Zoning Ordinance. Plaintiff asks this Court to determine 
that plaintiff is entitled to permanent injunctive relief 
against defendant's further operation of the Ben Hame House as 
a commercial rental facility. Plaintiff contends that 
undisputed facts show that defendant has no non-conforming use 
under prior Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances. Therefore, 
enforcement of Alta Zoning Ordinances that prohibit commercial 
rental in all FR Zones does not constitute a taking of property 
where there are reasonable uses remaining under present Alta 
Zoning Ordinances. Plaintiff, therefore, contends that based 
upon this Court's Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, it 
is entitled to Judgment as a matter of law against defendant 
enjoining further violation of the Alta Zoning Ordinances, and 
dismissing defendant's Counterclaim in its entirety and with 
prejudice. Pursuant to Rule 56 of the Utah Rules of Civil 
Procedure, plaintiff moves the Court for Summary Judgment. 
B. DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
Defendant alleges that the short-term rental of the Ben 
Hame House was not plainly illegal under the Salt Lake County 
Zoning Ordinance. In support of this allegation, defendant 
looked at the county ordinance and discovered it had no 
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definition at all of permanent versus short-term leasing of 
property. In addition, defendant relies on the opinion of the 
county zoning administrator, who believes the county ordinance 
permits short-term leasing of the property. Defendant also 
contends that Alta City has interpreted the defendant's use as 
valid, when in 1986 it licensed defendant's facility for 
"single-family lodging." This alleged interpretation by Alta 
City has presumably formed a reasonable reliance by the 
defendant on the existing interpretation at the time it began 
its use. Therefore, pursuant to Rule 56 of the Utah Rules of 
Civil Procedure, defendants move the Court for Summary Judgment 
on the basis that Ben Hame Corporation has a vested right to 
rent its premises out on a short term basis (less than 30 days). 
III. ANALYSES 
A. DOES DEFENDANT'S PAST USE AND INTENDED FUTURE USE OF 
BEN HAME HOUSE VIOLATE SECTION 22-9-3A OF THE 
ALTA ZONING ORDINANCE? 
Plaintiffs allege this Court has entered as a conclusion of 
law, that defendant's use of the Ben Hame House in the FR-0.5 
Zone in the Town of Alta constitutes a clear violation of 
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Section 22-9-3A of the Town of Alta Zoning Ordinance. Section 
22-9-3A provides: 
Commercial Rental Prohibited. It shall be 
deemed to be prohibited commercial use in 
all FR Zones to lease or rent any dwelling 
or other structure, or portion thereof, for 
lodging purposes, for a period of thirty 
(30) days or less. 
This clearly shows that the defendant is in violation of 
Section 22-9-3A of the Alta Zoning Ordinances, which this Court 
has concluded in its Conclusions of Law, dated May 24, 1990. 
Defendant contends that its use of its property is a vested 
use established before defendant's property was annexed to Alta 
City (plaintiff), and if its property is subject to the zoning 
ordinance restrictions as plaintiff claims, the ordinance is 
void as illegal spot zoning. In addition, defendant contends 
that if plaintiff interferes with defendant's vested use, the 
interference is a taking and is therefore compensable. 
Plaintiff, however, notes that the defendant made the same 
argument in opposition to plaintiff's Motion for Preliminary 
Injunction which was granted by this Court. After the 
evidentiary hearing on that Motion, plaintiff argues this Court 
found that short-term rental of the Ben Hame House violated the 
applicable Salt Lake County zoning ordinances prior to 
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annexation of defendant's property into the Town of Alta. 
Moreover, the Salt Lake zoning ordinance which governed the use 
of defendant's property before its annexation into the Town of 
Alta manifested an intent to prohibit overnight rental use in 
areas zoned for residential, single family dwellings. 
Defendant's property was zoned FR-0.5 in Salt Lake County, 
which is currently zoned in the Town of Alta. Under the FR-0.5 
zone in Salt Lake County, the following uses were permitted: 
(a) Agriculture as defined in Section 22-1-6(2) 
(b) Single family dwelling 
(c) Excessory uses and structures customarily incidental 
to a permitted use 
Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances, Section 22-9A-2 (as 
amended, April 1981). 
Defendant contends that because there was no express 
prohibition against commercial or short-term rental use of the 
Ben Hame House, its use was legal under the Salt Lake County 
ordinances before its annexation. But, plaintiff counters, 
this Court clearly rejected defendant's argument in its 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, dated May 24, 1990: 
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The court must interpret the ordinances in 
light of the intent of the drafters, and the 
court strictly construes the ordinances 
against establishment of non-conforming 
uses. High intensity overnight rental use 
does not accord with the letter and spirit 
of "single family" zoning. The fact that 
Salt Lake County ordinances do not contain a 
specific definition of commercial rental use 
does not alter this conclusion. 
Findings and Conclusions, p.6. 
Consequently, plaintiff contends, the defendant does not 
have a non-conforming use for the short-term rental of the Ben 
Hame House pursuant to Utah Code Ann., Section 10-9-6. 
Defendant further argues that overnight rental use of the 
Ben Hame House is an "accessory" use permitted by the Salt Lake 
County FR-0.5 zone and presumably under the Alta FR-0.5 zone. 
Plaintiff states this Court has also rejected this argument in 
its Conclusions of Law,, which provides in pertinent part: 
The Court finds that "accessory" use as 
defined by both Salt Lake County ordinances 
applicable at the time that the defendant's 
house was constructed and presently existing 
in the Town of Alta's zoning ordinances does 
not include overnight rental use of a single 
family house. 
Conclusions of Law, para. 5. 
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Thus, based upon the Court's Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law, and the applicable undisputed facts of this 
case, plaintiff argues this Court should rule as a matter of 
law that defendant's use of the Ben Hame House constitutes a 
violation of the Alta Zoning Ordinances, and that there is no 
exception for "accessory use" or justification by way of 
non-conforming use. The defendant opposes this argument. 
B. DOES THE CONTINUED VIOLATION OF THE ALTA ZONING 
ORDINANCES CONSTITUTE AN IMMEDIATE AND IRREPARABLE HARM FOR 
WHICH ALTA IS ENTITLED TO PERMANENT INJUNCTIVE RELIEF? 
Plaintiff states Utah law clearly allows for the remedy of 
injunctive relief for violations of zoning ordinances. In Utah 
County v. Baxter, 635 P.2d 61 (Utah 1981), the Utah Supreme 
Court upheld that under Utah Code Ann., Section 17-27-23 
(1983), a county could initiate an injunction against zoning 
ordinances. In Baxter, the owner of the property attempted to 
put a single family residence into commercial use in violation 
of a county ordinance. The court rejected the land owner's 
contention that the county was not entitled to injunctive 
relief. The court provided that: 
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[A] showing that the zoning ordinance has 
been violated is tantamount to a showing of 
irreparable injury to the public. 
Baxter, 635 P.2d at 65. 
Plaintiff contends this Court has concluded that the same 
rule of law is applicable to towns as well as counties. 
Conclusions of Law, para. 3. In addition, this Court has also 
concluded that the defendant's use of the Ben Hame House as a 
commercial rental facility constitutes irreparable injury to 
the plaintiff. 
The continuation of the defendant's 
violation would undermine both the zoning 
ordinances of the Town of Alta and the 
Uniform Building Code and poses an immediate 
threat to the peaceful and quiet enjoyment 
of the area surrounding defendant's 
property.... 
Conclusions of Law, para 8. 
Defendant continues to argue that it has established a 
non-conforming use under the Salt Lake County Ordinances. 
Plaintiff again counters this Court has made a Conclusion of 
Law on that matter and has established that the defendant does 
not have a non-conforming use under the Salt Lake County 
ordinance. 
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Therefore, plaintiff argues, based on the applicable Utah 
law and the law of the case, plaintiff should be entitled to a 
permanent injunction against defendant's continued use of the 
Ben Hame House as a commercial rental facility. Plaintiff 
concludes the undisputed facts demonstrate that plaintiff is 
entitled to a Judgment of permanent injunction in its favor as 
a matter of law and this Court should accordingly enter such 
Judgment under Rule 56 of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure. 
Defendant rejects this argument. 
C. DOES DEFENDANT HAVE A NO NON-CONFORMING USE DUE TO 
IMPERMISSIBLE USE UNDER SALT LAKE COUNTY ZONING 
ORDINANCES IN EFFECT PRIOR TO ANNEXATION 
TO TOWN OF ALTA? 
Plaintiff argues a non-conforming use may not be 
established when the use from its inception is unlawful. The 
Utah legislature has prescribed by statute the requisites for 
establishment of a non-conforming use. 
(2) The lawful use of a building or 
structure, or the lawful use of any land as 
existing and lawful at the time of the 
adoption of a zoning ordinance or amendment, 
may. . . be continued although the use does 
not conform with the provisions of the 
ordinance or amendment. . . . 
Utah Code Ann., Section 10-9-6 (1987) 
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Under the prior Salt Lake County Ordinances, the term 
,fnon-conforming use11 was defined as follows: 
A use which lawfully occupied a building or 
land at the time this Title became effective 
and which does not conform with the use 
regulations of the zone in which it is 
located. 
Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances, Section 
22-1-6(50) (as amended 1981). (Emphasis 
added) 
Defendant alleges that commercial rental use of the Ben 
Hame House is permissible because of a non-conforming use 
established under the Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances in 
effect prior to annexation of defendant's property into the 
Town of Alta. 
Plaintiff contends in Goodwin v. City of Kansas City, 766 
P.2d 177 (Kan. 1988), a case very similar to the case at bar, 
the court rejected the landowner's claim of a non-conforming 
use. In Goodwin, the property owner purchased some 
residentially zoned land for the purpose of excavation and 
supplying fill dirt for construction. Prior to purchasing the 
land, the plaintiffs were assured by the city building 
inspector that there would be no city restrictions in operating 
the business other than the need for a hauling permit. Later, 
the city planning division informed the plaintiffs that their 
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business violated recently enacted city zoning ordinances, and 
could not continue hauling dirt without a special use permit. 
The plaintiffs brought this action alleging a non-conforming 
use established under prior zoning ordinances. 
The Kansas Supreme Court, reviewing after an appeal, held 
that even though excavation could have been allowed in the 
residential zone under the prior ordinances with the issuance 
of a special use permit, plaintiffs had not obtained such a 
permit and their use without one was therefore unlawful under 
the prior ordinance. The court stated: 
A non-conforming use may not be established 
through a use which from its inception 
violated a zoning ordinance. Such use has 
no lawful right to continue. 
Goodwin, 766 P.2d at 181. 
Based on that finding, the Kansas Supreme Court reversed the 
trial court's finding of a non-conforming use. Id., at 182. 
Applying Goodwin to the case at bar, it is plaintiff's 
contention it clearly establishes that in order to establish a 
non-conforming use, the use must have been lawful when 
commenced. Therefore, if defendant's use of the Ben Hame House 
was unlawful under the Salt Lake County Ordinances in effect 
prior to annexation, defendant is not entitled to a 
non-conforming use under the Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances. 
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Thus, plaintiff argues, based upon the Conclusions of Law 
stated by this Court, and the case law provided, this Court 
should rule as a matter of law, that defendant's use of the Ben 
Hame House under Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances prior to 
its annexation into the Town of Alta was unlawful from its 
inception and therefore did not establish a non-conforming use. 
D. DOES PROHIBITING DEFENDANT'S COMMERCIAL RENTAL USE 
OF THE BEN HAME HOUSE THROUGH PERMANENT INJUNCTIVE 
RELIEF CONSTITUTE A TAKING OF DEFENDANT'S PROPERTY? 
Defendant argues that if the Court grants the injunctive 
relief sought by plaintiff, such relief will constitute a 
taking of defendant's property. Defendant alleges that because 
of its established non-conforming use under prior Salt Lake 
County Zoning Ordinances, prohibiting such use would 
substantially devalue its property. As previously stated, 
plaintiff argues, this Court has established that defendant has 
no non-conforming use under the Salt Lake County Zoning 
Ordinances based on its Conclusions of Law. Thus, having no 
non-conforming use, defendant would lose no vested property 
right by reason of injunction against commercial rental use of 
the Ben Hame House. 
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In Goodwin, plaintiff contends the landowner also claimed 
that enforcement of the new ordinance constituted a taking by 
prohibiting the landowners7 non-conforming use. Because the 
plaintiff was not entitled to a non-conforming use under the 
prior ordinance, enforcement of the new ordinance was not 
considered a taking. Goodwin, 766 P.2d at 182. 
Plaintiff argues the same principle should be ap]plied to 
the case at bar. Defendant had no non-conforming use under 
prior Salt Lake County Zoning Ordinances, and consequently had 
no vested right to use the Ben Hame House for commercial rental 
use. Plaintiff's enforcement of its zoning ordinance 
prohibiting such use does not constitute a taking of 
defendant's property because it does not deprive any vested 
right of defendant. 
In addition, plaintiff points out that enforcement of the 
Town of Alta Zoning Ordinances do not preclude all reasonable 
uses of defendant's property, which must be shown in order to 
establish a taking. In C.F. Lytle Co. v. Clark, 491 F.2d 834 
(10th Cir. 1974), construing, in part, Colorado law, the court 
states: 
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The due process and just compensation 
clauses of the State and Federal 
Constitutions do not require that zoning 
ordinances permit a landowner to make the 
most profitable use of his property. For 
there to be a taking, the landowner must 
show he has been deprived of all reasonable 
uses of his land. 
Clark, 491 F.2d at 838. 
It is clear, according to plaintiff, that the injunctive 
relief which plaintiff seeks would not preclude all reasonable 
uses of the defendant's property. The defendant is only 
required to put the property to a permitted use under the Town 
of Alta's FR-0.5 Zone. As stated earlier, Section 22-9-2 
allows the defendant to use the property for agriculture, 
single family dwelling, and accessory uses customarily 
incidental to a permitted use. Therefore, plaintiff argues, 
with these reasonable uses still available to the defendant, 
plaintiff's enforcement of its zoning ordinances cannot 
constitute a taking of defendant's property. 
CONCLUSION 
In the Court's opinion, the facts demonstrate that 
defendant's use of the Ben Hame House constitutes a violation 
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of zoning ordinances of the Town of Alta. It is further the 
Court's opinion the facts show that the defendant has no 
non-conforming use under prior Salt Lake County Ordinances. 
Therefore, based on the applicable Utah law, along with the 
Conclusions of Law stated previously by this Court, this Court 
concludes that plaintiff is entitled to permanent injunctive 
relief against the defendant's use of the Ben Hame House as a 
commercial rental. 
In addition, this Court concludes, because the defendant 
has no established non-conforming use under the Salt Lake 
County Ordinances, enforcement of Alta Zoning Ordinances 
prohibiting commercial rental use does not constitute a taking 
of defendant's property rights. Therefore, plaintiff is 
entitled to a Judgment in its favor as a matter of law 
permanently enjoining the further commercial rental use of the 
Ben Hame House by the defendant pursuant to Rule 56 of the Utah 
Rules of Civil Procedure. 
Plaintiff is to prepare Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law, and Judgment pursuant to this Memorandum Decision. 
Dated this ^  ' day of July, 1990. 
v> 
RAYMOND S. UNO 
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 
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of the fdr.egoing Memorandum Decision, to the following, 
this/OJ / d^y of July, 1990: 
E. Barney Gesas 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
170 S. Main, Suite 400 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
James W. McConkie 
Attorney for Defendant 
505 East 200 South, Suite 300 
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E. BARNEY GESAS (1179) 
CAMPBELL MAACK & SESSIONS 
170 South Main Street, Suite 400 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
Telephone: (801) 537-5555 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 
STATE OF UTAH 
TOWN OF ALTA, 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND 
Plaintiff, : CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
vs. : 
BEN HAME CORPORATION, : Civil No. 880908097CV 
Judge Raymond Uno 
Defendant. : 
This action came before the Court on the plaintiff's, 
Town of Alta, Motion for Preliminary Injunction on February 23, 
1990. William H. Christensen, Esq. appeared on behalf of the 
plaintiff, Town of Alta, and James W. McConkie, Esq. appeared on 
behalf of the defendant, Ben Hame Corporation. The Court received 
into evidence numerous exhibits and affidavits and heard the 
testimony of witnesses Marcus LaFrance for Town of Alta and John 
Hansen for the defendant. In addition, the depositions of Dennis 
Keller, Barry MacLean and Ken Jones were published and received 
^
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into evidence on stipulation of the parties. From the evidence 
before the Court, the Court makes the following: 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
1. The plaintiff, Town of Alta, is a duly incorporated 
town and a municipal subdivision of the State of Utah. 
2. The defendant, Ben Hame Corporation, is an Illinois 
corporation qualified for and doing business in the State of Utah. 
3. The defendant corporation owns certain real 
property located in Little Cottonwood Canyon, formerly in 
unincorporated Salt Lake County, but presently within the borders, 
of the Town of Alta in a subdivision known as Blackjack 
Subdivision. The defendant's real property contains a structure 
generally known as the "Ben Hame House" which was built m 
approximately 1979 to 1980 and occupied in 1981. 
4. Numerous tax and corporate filings show that the 
defendant corporation, and prior to the date of incorporation in 
1981, the partnership of John Templeton, Barry MacLean and Dennis 
Keller, described the nature of its business as the operation of 
hotels and inns (Plaintiff's Exhibit "7"). 
5. Since the house was finished in approximately 1980, 
the Ben Hame Corporation and its predecessor partnership 
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advertised the Ben Hame structure as available for overnight 
rental use by guests. The advertising brochures printed and 
distributed by the Ben Hame Corporation and its predecessor 
partnership advertised that the defendant's property could 
accommodate up to twenty (20) guests. 
6. The unrefuted testimony of Marcus LaFrance was that 
the Ben Hame house has the capacity to sleep twenty-two (22) 
persons at one time in various beds, roll-away beds, day-beds and 
fold-out couches that are present at the Ben Hame house. 
7. The defendant corporation in its advertising 
(Plaintiff's Exhibit "7") disseminated to potential customers 
discloses that it has an on-site chef to prepare meals and that 
it has seven (7) rooms that can sleep various numbers of guests. 
8. The defendant's annual flyers (Plaintiff's Exhibit 
f,2M) setting rental rates for various days of the year ana 
distributed to the public provided that the "basic rate" was a 
fixed amount plus $25.00 for "each additional person" over a set 
number of persons, usually twelve (12), but in its 1988-89 flyer 
fourteen (14) persons (Plaintiff's Exhibit "4"; Defendant's 
Exhibit "11"). 
9. The Ben Hame structure has been occupied for 
sleeping purposes by paying guests who were served meals by the 
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on-site chef at various times since 1980 and continuing to date. 
The number of guests has varied with various occupancy dates, but 
at all material times the numbers ranged from eight (8) persons 
up to at least fifteen (15). Although defendant denies that more 
than fifteen (15) guests ever occupied the Ben Hame house at one 
time, the unrefuted evidence shows that the defendant held itself 
out to the public as capable of accommodating twenty (20) persons. 
10. Defendant charges as much as SI,000 per night for 
rental of its structure (Plaintiff's Exhibit "4"). 
11. Defendant employs an on-site chef/caretaker that 
occupies a bedroom at the structure and manages the operation. 
The on-site caretaker shuttles some guests back and forth between 
the real property and home and the Salt Lake airport. 
12. The parties do not dispute that on three occasions 
the defendant applied for and received business licenses from the 
Town of Alta's clerk or her assistants for operation of a lodging 
establishment (Defendant's Exhibit "19"). 
13. The garage area of defendant's house contains areas 
of broken fire wall between the garage and the living quarters cf 
the house. 
14. The sleeping rooms in the house do not contain 
individual smoke detectors. 
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The Court having heretofore made its Findings of Fact 
now renders its: 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
1. The defendant is presently operating a commercial 
rental facility as defined by the zoning ordinances of the Town 
of Alta insofar as it rents its property for periods of thirty 
(30) days or less in the FR-0.5 zoning designation and §22-9-3A. 
Such use violates the express terms of the Town's ordinance. 
2. The defendant was operating a commercial lodging 
facility prior to annexation by the Town of Alta in August of 
1982. 
3. Utah law empowers towns to enforce zoning 
ordinances by means of injunction. Violation of the zoning 
ordinance is tantamount to a showing of irreparable injury. See 
Utah County v. Baxter, 635 P.2d 61 (Utah 1981). 
4. Contrary to defendant's assertions that it has 
acquired a non-conforming use pursuant to Utah Code Annotated 10-
9-6 and therefore may continue its use, the Court concludes that 
the intensity and commercial nature of the use of the defendant's 
house whether defined as a hotel, boarding house or lodging house, 
by Salt Lake County ordinances in effect at the time the structure 
was constructed, is not a single family use permitted under the 
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present Town of Alta zoning ordinances or previously applicable 
Salt Lake County ordinances. The Court concludes that a 
reasonable interpretation of the single family zoning designation 
under the Salt Lake County FR-0.5 zone does not include overnight 
rental use of six (6) sleeping rooms, occupied by at a minimum 
fifteen (15) transient persons for sleeping purposes. Defendant's 
legal and technical arguments about the classification of the 
particular rental use as being too small to be a hotel but too 
large to be a boarding house are not sound. The Court must 
interpret the ordinances in light of the intent of the drafters, 
and the Court strictly construes the ordinances against 
establishment of non-conforming uses. High intensity overnight 
rental use does not accord with the letter and spirit of "single 
family" zoning. The fact that Salt Lake County ordinances do not 
contain a specific definition of commercial rental use does not 
alter this conclusion. Salt Lake County's interpretation and 
enforcement of its own ordinances do not constrain this Court's 
duty to interpret and uphold the law. Accordingly, the Court 
concludes the defendant does not have a lawful non-conforming use 
for the commercial rental of its home in Alta, Utah as a hotel, 
boarding house or lodging house. 
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5. Defendant argued that overnight rental use of 
houses is an "accessory use" permitted by the County FR-0.5 
ordinances, and presumably under the Alta FR-0.5 zone- The Court 
finds that "accessory use" as defined by both the Salt Lake County 
ordinances applicable at the time that the defendant's house was 
constructed and presently existing in the Town of Alta zoning 
ordinances does not include over-night rental use of a single 
family house. 
6. Defendant has readily admitted that its commercial 
rental activities continue to the present as indeed the defendant 
must contend if it" were to succeed in its claims for an 
establishment of a non-conforming use. 
7. The Town of Alta is authorized to enjoin violation 
of zoning ordinances and from the foregoing findings of fact and 
conclusions of law it appears that the Town is likely to prevail 
on the merits of this case. 
8. The continuation of the defendant's violation would 
undermine both the zoning ordinances of the Town of Alta and the 
Uniform Building Code and poses an immediate threat to the 
peaceful and quiet enjoyment of the area surrounding defendant's 
property and poses a potential hazard to guests who stay at the 
defendant's house who may assume the structure has been designed 
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and duly inspected for high intensity commercial occupancy, when 
in fact it has not been so designed or inspected. Failure to 
restrain plaintiff's ongoing violation would make violation 
ineffectual, subjecting the public to a zoning violation. 
9. The defendant's rental and operation of the Ben 
Hame house in Alta, Utah violates the Town of Alta's zoning 
ordinances and therefore as a matter of law constitutes 
irreparable harm and injury. 
10. The Court concludes that a preliminary injunction 
restraining the defendant from conducting any rental activity for 
periods of less than thirty (30) days, and barring defendant from 
holding itself out or advertising itself as accommodating guests 
for periods of less than thirty (30) days should issue. 
11. The court further concludes that a preliminary 
injunction restraining the defendant from conducting any rental 
activity for periods of more than thirty (30) days and barring 
defendant from holding itself out or advertising itself as 
accommodating individuals, guests or groups for periods of more 
than thirty (30) days other than a single family as defined in the 
Town of Alta's ordinances should issue. 
12. The Court is cognizant that certain innocent third 
parties that have contracted with the defendant may be harmed if 
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the injunction becomes effective immediately. Therefore, the 
Court concludes that its injunction should become effective as of 
April 9, 1990, and shall be in full force and effect pending 
further order or final disposition in this case. 
13. The defendant should be ordered to post a copy of 
the preliminary injunction order entered concurrently with these 
findings of fact and conclusions of law on its premises, and the 
defendant should be ordered to refrain from accepting reservations 
for rental use of the Ben Hame house as of the date of this order. 
DATED this . 1990. 
BY THE COURT: 
Judge Raymond S.iUno 
Third Judicial District 
Court Judge 
nnd:*i 
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Chapter 1 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sections: 
2 2 - 1 - 1 . Short T«He 
2 2 - 1 - 2 . Purpose 
22-1 - 3 . I nterpretation 
2 2 - 1 - 4 . Conflict 
2 2 - 1 - 5 . Effect on Previous Ordinances and Maps 
22-1 - 6 . Definitions 
2 2 - 1 - 7 . Building Permit Required 
2 2 - 1 - 8 . Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance 
2 2 - 1 - 9 . Completion of Required Improvements 
22-1 -10 . Licensing 
2 2 - 1 - 1 1 . Penalties 
2 2 - 1 - 1 2 , Time Computation 
Sec. 2 2 - 1 - 1 . Short Tit le. This Title shall be known as the "Uniform 
Zoning Ordinance of Salt Lake County, Utah" and may be so cited and 
pleaded. This Title shall also be known as Title 22, Revised Ordinances 
of Salt Lake County, Utah, 1966. 
Sec. 2 2 - 1 - 2 , Purpose. This Title is designed and enacted for the purpose 
of promoting the health, safety, morals, convenience, order, prosperity and 
welfare of the present and future inhabitants of Salt Lake County, including 
among other things, the lessening of congestion in the streets or roads, secur-
ing safety from fire and other dangers, providing adequate light and air, 
classification of land uses and distribution of land development and ut i l i za -
tion, protection of the tax base, securing economy in governmental expendi-
tures, fostering the County's agricultural and other industries, and the pro-
tection of both urban and nonurban development. 
Sec. 2 2 - 1 - 3 . Interpretation. In interpreting and applying the provisions 
of this Ordinance, the requirements contained herein are declared to be 
the minimum requirements for the purposes set forth. 
Sec. 22 -1 -4 , Conflict. This Title shall not nullify the more restrictive 
provisions of covenants, agreements, other ordinances or laws, but shall 
prevail notwithstanding such provisions which are less restrictive. 
Sec. 2 2 - 1 - 5 . Effect on Previous Ordinances and Maps. The existing 
ordinances of the County covering the zoning ot areas and districts in 
Salt Lake County, in their entirety and including the maps heretofore 
adopted and made a part of said ordinances, are hereby superseded and 
amended to read as set forth herein; provided, however, that this Title 
including the maps on file with the Salt Lake Planning Commission and 
(2) 
22-1-5 - 2 2 - 1 - 6 Z O N I N G ORDINANCES 
by this reference made a part hereof, shall be deemed a continuation of previous 
ordinances, and not a new enactment, insofar as the substance of revisions of 
previous ordinances is included in this Title, whether in the same or in different 
language; and this Title shall be so interpreted upon all questions of construction, 
including but not limited to questions of construction, relating to tenure of officers 
and boards established by previous ordinances and to questions of conforming or 
nonconforming uses, buildings, or structures, and to questions as to the dates upon 
which such uses, buildings,.or structures become conforming or nonconforming. 
Sec. 22 -1 -6 . Definitions. For the purpose of this Tit le, certain words and terms 
are defined as follows: (Words used in the present tense include the future; words 
in the singular number include the plural and the plural the singular; words included 
herein but defined in the Building Code shall be construed as defined therein.) 
(1) Abandonment. See Section 22 -4 -12 . 
(2) Agriculture. The tilling of the soil, the raising of crops, horticulture, 
and gardening, but not including the keeping or raising of domestic animals or fowls, 
except household pets, and not including any agricultural industry or business such as 
fruit packing plants, fur farms, animal hospitals or similar uses. 
(3) Airport. Any landing area, runway, or other facility designed, used, 
or intended to be used either publicly or by any person or persons for the landing 
and taking off of aircraft, including all necessary taxiways, aircraft storage and 
tiedown areas, hangars and other necessary bvildings and open spaces. 
(4) Al ley. A public thoroughfare less than twenty-five (25) feet wide. 
(5) Apartment Hotel. Any building which contains dwelling units and 
also statisfies the definition of a hotel, as defined in this Title. 
(6) Apartment House. A multiple dwelling; see Dwelling, Multiple 
Family. 
(7) Apartment Court. Any building or group of buildings which con-
tains dwelling units, and also satisfies the definition of a tourist court, as 
defined in this Title. 
(8) Basement. A story partly underground. A basement shall be 
counted as a story for purposes of heights measurement if its height is one-half 
(1 /2) or more above grade. 
(9) Boarding House. A building with not more than five (5) guest 
rooms, where, for compensation, meals are provided for at least five (5) but not 
more than fifteen (15) persons. 
(3) 
AL PROVISIONS 22-1-6 
(10) Building. Any structure having a roof supported by 
mns or walls, for the housing or enclosure of persons, animals 
hattels. 
(11) Building, Accessory. A detached subordinate building 
rly incidental to and located upon the same lot occupied by the 
building. Also, a building clearly incidental to an agriculture 
nimal care land use located on a lot in an agriculture zone, 
h lot meets the minimum lot size for such zone and is not under 
acre in area. 
(12) Building, Height of. The vertical distance from the grade 
.he highest point of the coping of a flat roof, or to the deck 
» of a mansard roof, or to a point midway between the lowest part 
:he eaves or cornice and ridge of a hip roof. 
(13) Building, Main. The principal building or one of the pri-
Dal buildings upon a lot, or the building or one of the principal 
Idings housing a principal use upon a lot. 
(13.5) Canopy. Canopy shall mean a roofed structure supported 
a building and/or supports extending to the ground directly under-
th the canopy, and providing a protective shield for service station 
p islands and walkways. 
(14) Carport. A private garage not completely enclosed by walls 
doors. For the purpose of this Title, a carport shall be subject 
all of the regulations prescribed for a private garage. 
(15) Child Nursery. An establishment for the care and/or in-
•uction, whether or not for compensation, of six (6) or more children 
ter than members of the family residing on the premises. 
(16) Conditional Use. A use of land for which a conditional use 
nnit is required pursuant to Chapter 31 of this Title. 
(17) Corral. A space, other than a building, less than one (1) 
re in area, or less than one hundred (100) feet in width, used for 
2 confinement of animals. 
(18) Court. An occupied space on a lot, other than a yard, de-
gned to be partially surrounded by group dwellings. 
(19) Dairy. A commercial establishment for the manufacture or 
ocessing of dairy products. 
(20) District. A portion of the unincorporated area of Salt Lake 
unty. 
(21) Dwelling. Any building, or portion thereof, which is designed 
>r use for residential purposes, except hotels, apartment hotels, 
>arding houses, lodging houses, mobile homes, tourist courts and 
>artment courts. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 22-1-6 
(22) Dwelling, Single-Family. A building arranged or designed to 
be occupied by one (1) family, the structure having only one (1) dwell-
ing unit. 
(23) Dwelling, Two-Family. A building arranged or designed to be 
occupied by two (2) families, the structure having only two (2) 
dwelling units. 
(24) Dwelling, Three-Family. A building arranged or designed to 
be occupied by three (3) families, the structure having only three (3) 
dwelling units. 
(25) Dwelling, Four-Family. A building arranged or designed to 
be occupied by four (4) families, the structure having only four (4) 
dwelling units. 
(26) Dwelling, Multiple-Family. A building arranged or designed 
to be occupied by more than four (4) families. 
(27) Dwelling Group. A group of two (2) or more dwellings locate 
on a parcel of land in one (1) ownership and having any yard or court 
in common. 
(28) Dwelling Unit. One or more rooms in a dwelling, apartment 
hotel or apartment motel, designed for or occupied by one (1) family 
for living or sleeping purposes and having one (1) but not more than 
one (1) kitchen or set of fixed cooking facilities, other than hot 
plates or other portable cooking units. 
Eff. 4-2-81 (29) Family. "Family" shall mean (1) any number of people living 
together in a dwelling unit and related by blood, marriage, or adoptior 
and including up to three unrelated people or, (2) one to three un-
related people living together in a dwelling. Each unrelated person 
owning or operating a motor vehicle shall have a lawfully located off-
street parking space. 
(30) Family Food Production. The keeping of not more than two 
cows, two (2) sheep, two (2) goats, twenty (20) rabbits, fifty (50) 
chickens, fifty (50) pheasants, ten (10) ducks, ten (10) turkeys, ten 
geese, and twenty (20) pigeons, provided that an additional number of 
animals equal to two (2) times the number listed above and an addition. 
number of fowl equal to five (5) times the number listed above may be 
kept for each one-half (1/2) acre in the lot over and above the minimui 
number of square feet required for a single-family residential lot in 
the zone and provided that not more than three (3) of the above listed 
kinds of animals and fowl are permitted at any one time or any lot 
smaller than one-half (1/2) acre. 
(31) Frontage. All property fronting on one (1) side of the 
street between intersecting or intercepting streets, or between a stre 
and a right-of-way, waterway, end of dead-end streets, or political su 
division boundary, measured along the street line. An intercepting st 
shall determine only the boundary of the frontage on the side of the 
street which it intercepts. 
(5) 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 22-1-6 
(32) Garage, Private. An accessory building designed or used 
for the storage of not more than four (4) automobiles owned and used 
by the occupants of the building to which it is accessory, provided 
that on a lot occupied by a multiple dwelling, the private garage may 
be designed and used for the storage of one and one-half (1-1/2) 
times as many automobiles as there are dwelling units in the multiple 
dwelling. A garage shall be considered part of a dwelling if the 
garage and the dwelling have a roof or wall in common. A private 
garage may not be used for storage of more than one (1) truck for each 
family dwelling upon the premises, and no such truck shall exceed two 
and one-half (2-1/2) tons capacity. 
(33) Garage, Public. A building or portion thereof, other than a 
private garage designed or used for servicing, repairing, equipping, 
hiring, selling or storing motor-driven vehicles. 
(34) Grade. 
(a) For buildings adjoining one (1) street only, the 
elevation of the sidewalk at the center of that wall adjoining the 
street. 
(b) For buildings adjoining more than one (1) street, the 
average leval of the elevations of the sidewalk at the centers of all 
walls adjoining streets. 
(c) For buildings having no wall adjoining the street, the 
average level of the ground (finished surface) adjacent to the exterior 
walls of the building. All walls approximately parallel to and not 
more than five (5) feet from a street line are to be considered as 
adjoining a street. 
(35) Guest House. A separate dwelling structure located on a lot 
with one or more main dwelling structures and used for housing of 
guests, or servants and not rented, leased or sold separate from the 
rental, lease or sale of the main dwelling. 
f. 2-5-81 (36) Home Occupation. Any use conducted entirely within a dwell-
ing and carried on by one person residing in the dwelling unit, which 
use is clearly incidental and secondary to the use of the dwelling for 
dwelling purposes and does not change the character of the dwelling or 
property for residential purposes in connection with which there is no 
display nor stock in trade. Stock in trade being any item offered for 
sale which was not produced on the premises. The home occupation 
shall not include the sale of commodities except those produced on the 
premises provided, however, that original or reproductions of works of 
art designed or created by the artist operating the home occupation may 
be stored and sold on the premises. Reproduction of works of art include, 
but is not limited to, printed reproduction, casting sound recordings. 
The home occupation shall not involve the use of any accessory building 
or yard space or activity, outside the main building, not normally 
associated with residential use. Parking for a home occupation shall be 
limited to the following: One (1) car for each twenty-five (25) feet of 
unobstructed and unrestricted frontage of the subject property and two (2) 
available parking of the subject property where automobiles are custom-
arily parked. Home occupation shall include the care of not more than six 
(6) children other than members of the family residing in the dwelling. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 22-1-6 
Eff. 8-19-75 (37) Hotel. A building designed for or occupied by sixteen (16) 
or more guests who are for compensation lodged , with or without meals 
and in which no provision is made for cooking in any individual room or 
suite. 
(38) Household Pets. Animals and/or fowl ordinarily permitted in 
the house and kept for company or pleasure such as dogs, cats, and 
canaries, including not more than two (2) dogs or two (2) cats over 
four (4) months in age and not more than a total of four (4) animals. 
Household pets does not include inherently or potentially dangerous 
animals, fowls, or reptiles. 
Eff. 11-11-77 (39) Junk Yard. The use of any lot, portion of a lot, or tract of 
land for the sale, storage, keeping, disassembly, or adandonment or 
junk, or discarded or salvaged material, provided that this definition 
shall be deemed not to include such uses which are clearly accessory 
and incidental to any agricultural use permitted in the zone. 
(40) Kennel. The keeping of three (3) or more dogs, at least 
four (4) months old. 
(41) Lodging House. A building where lodging only is provided for 
compensation of five (5) or more, but not exceeding fifteen (15) persons 
(42) Lot. A parcel of land occupied by a building or group of 
buildings, together with such yards, open spaces, lot width and lot areas 
as are required by this Title, having frontage upon a street or upon a 
right-of-way approved by the Board of Adjustment, or upon a right-of-way 
not less than sixteen (16) feet wide. Except for group dwellings and 
guest houses, not more than one (1) dwelling structure shall occupy any 
one (1) lot. 
(43) Lot, Corner. A lot abutting on two intersecting or intercept: 
streets, where the interior angle of intersection or interception does nc 
exceed one hundred thirty-five (135) degrees. 
(44) Lot, Interior. A lot other than a corner lot. 
Eff. 12-21-79 (45) Mobile Home. Any vehicle or similar portable structure having 
been constructed with wheels (whether or not such wheels have been 
removed) and having no foundation other than wheels, jacks or skirtings, 
and so designed or constructed as to permit occupancy for dwelling or 
sleeping purposes. 
The requirements of this ordinance shall not be construed to prevent the 
storage of a mobile home in the rear yard of a dwelling structure. A 
mobile home so stored may be temporarily used for sleeping purposes by 
members or guests of the family residing in the dwelling structure, but 
the mobile home shall not be connected to utilities or used for resi-
dential purposes unless approved by the Planning Commission as a temporal 
use incidental to construction work. 
(7) 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 22-1-6 
Except as provided herein, a mobile home shall not be used for 
residential or sleeping purposes unless the mobile home is lo-
cated in an approved mobile park, 
(46) Mobile Home Park. Any plot of ground upon which two or 
more mobile homes, occupied for dwelling or sleeping purposes, are 
located, regardless of whether or not a charge is made for such 
accommodation. Pursuant to Mobile Home Park Ordinance. 
(47) Name Plates and Signs. "Name plates and signs" shall 
include: 
(a) One (1) name plate for each dwelling unit, not ex-
ceeding two (2) square feet in area, indicating the name of the 
occupant or a permitted home occupation. 
(b) One (1) sign board not exceeding eight (8) square 
feet in area appertaining to the lease or sale of the property, or 
the sale of products produced on the property, or warning against 
trespassing. 
(c) One (1) bulletin board not exceeding eight (8) square 
feet in area for a church or other institution for the purpose of 
displaying the name and character of services or other activities 
conducted therein. 
(d) One (1) identification sign not exceeding eight (8) 
square feet in area for buildings other than dwellings. 
(e) All such bulletin boards and identification signs shall 
be attached to and parallel with the front wall of the building. If 
any name plate, bulletin board or sign is illuminated, indirect lighting 
only shall be used; no flashing or intermittent illumination shall be 
employed. 
(48) Natural Waterways. Those areas varying in width along 
streams, creeks, gullies, springs, or washes which are natural drain-
age channels as determined by the Building Inspector, and in which areas 
no buildings shall be constructed. 
(49) Nonconforming Building or Structure. A building or structure 
or portion thereof, lawfully existing at the time this Ordinance became 
effective, which does not conform to all the height, area, and yard 
regulations herein prescribed in the zone in which it is located. 
(50) Nonconforming Use. A use which lawfully occupied a building 
or land at the time this Title became effective and which does not con-
form with the use regulations of the zone in which it is located. 
(51) Nursing Home. An establishment where persons are lodged and 
furnished with meals and nursing care. 
(52) Parking Lot. An open area, other than a street, used for 
parking of more than four (4) automobiles and available for public use, 
whether free, for compensation, or as an accommodation for clients or 
customers. 
(8) 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 22-1-6 
(53) Parking Space, Space within a building, lot or parking lot 
for the parking or storage of one (1) automobile. 
(54) Permitted Use. A use of land for which no conditional use 
permit is required. 
(55) Planned Unit Development. Complete development plan for an 
area pursuant to 22-31-3. 
(56) Private Educational Institutions Having an Academic Curriculum 
Similar to That Ordinarily Given in Public Schools. Private training 
schools and other private schools which are instructional in nature, in-
cluding laboratory and shop instruction with the use of demonstration 
vehicles, products or models incidental to said instruction, but not 
including the repair, maintenance or manufacture of vehicles, goods or 
merchandise, and not providing direct services, other than instruction 
to the general public. 
(5 7) Public Use. A use operated exclusively by a public body, or 
quasi-public body, such use having the purpose of serving the public 
health, safety, or general welfare, and including uses such as public 
schools, parks, playgrounds and other recreational facilities, admin-
istrative, and service facilities, and public utilities. 
(58) Quasi-Public Use. A use operated by a private non-profit, 
educational, religious, recreational, charitable or philanthropic insti-
tutional, religious, recreational, charitable or philanthropic institution, 
such use having the purpose primarily of serving the general public, such 
as churches, private schools and universities and similar uses. 
(59) Recreation, Commercial. Recreational facilities operated as 
a business and open to the general public for a fee such as golf driving 
ranges and baseball batting ranges. 
(60) Stable, Private. A detached accessory building for the keeping 
of horses owned by the occupants of the premises, and not kept for re-
muneration, hire or sale. 
(61) Stable, Public. A stable other than a private stable. 
(62) Story. The space within a building included between the sur-
face of any floor and the surface of the ceiling next above. 
(63) Story, Half. A story with at least two (2) of its opposite 
sides situated in a sloping roof, the floor area of which does not exceed 
two-thirds (2/3) of the floor immediately below it. 
(64) Street. A thoroughfare which has been dedicated or abandoned to 
the public and accepted by proper public authority, or a thoroughfare, not 
less than twenty-five (25) feet wide, which has been made public by right 
of use and which affords the principal means of access to abutting 
property. 
(9) 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 22-1-6 
(65) Structure. Anything constructed or erected which requires 
location on the ground or attached to something having a location on 
the ground. 
(66) Structural Alterations. Any change in supporting members 
of a building or structure, such as bearing walls, columns, beams or 
girders. 
(67) Tourtist Court. Any building or group of buildings con-
taining sleeping rooms, with or without fixed cooking facilities, 
designed for temporary use by automobile tourists, or transients, with 
garage attached or parking space conveniently located at each unit, 
including auto courts, motels, or motor lodges. 
(68) Use, Accessory. A subordinate use customarily incidental 
to and located upon the same lot occupied by a main use. 
(69) Width of Lot. The distance between the side lot lines and 
the distance back from the front lot line required for the depth of 
the front yard. 
(70) Yard. A space on a lot, other than a court, unoccupied and 
unobstructed from the ground upward, by buildings, except as otherwise 
provided herein. 
(71) Yard, Front. A space on the same lot with a building be-
tween the front line of the building and the front lot line, and 
extending across the full width of the lot. The "depth" of the front 
yard is the minimum distance between the front lot line and the front 
line of the building. 
(72) Yard, Rear. A space on the same lot with a building be-
tween the rear line of the building and the rear lot line and extending 
the full width of the lot. The "depth" of the rear yard is the minimum 
distance between the rear lot line and the rear line of the building. 
(73) Yard, Side. A space on the same lot with a building between 
the side line of the building and the side lot line and extending from 
the front yard to the rear yard. The "width" of the side yard shall be 
the minimum distance between the side lot line and the side line of the 
building. 
(74) Class "A" Beer Outlet. A place of business wherein beer is 
sold in original containers to be consumed off the premises in accor-
dance with the liquor control act of Utah and the licensing ordinance 
of Salt Lake County. 
(75) Class "B" Beer Outlet. A place of business in connection 
with a bona fide restaurant wherein beer is sold in original contain-
ers for consumption on the premises provided that the sale of beer is 
less than 40% of the gross dollar volume subject to the provisions of 
the licensing ordinance of Salt Lake County. 
(10) 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 22-1-6 - 22-1-8 
(76) Class "C" Beer Outlet. A place of business wherein the pri-
mary or main business is that of selling beer for consumption on the 
premises. 
(77) Drive-in Refreshment Stand. A place of business where food 
and drink is sold primarily for consumption on the premises outside 
the structure. 
(78) Package Agency. Any outlet authorized by the Utah Liquor 
Control Commission to sell original package liquor or wine for consump-
tion off the premises. 
(79) Private Nonprofit Locker Club. A social club, recreational 
athletic or kindred association incorporated under the provisions of the 
Utah nonprofit corporation and cooperation act which maintains or intends 
to maintain premises upon which liquor is or will be stored, consumed 
or sold. 
(80) Private Nonprofit Recreational Grounds and Facilities. Non-
profit recreational grounds and facilities operated by an association 
incorporated under the provisions of the Utah nonprofit corporation and 
cooperation act or a corporated sole. 
(81) Restaurant. A place of business where a variety of hot food 
is prepared and cooked and complete meals are served to the general publ: 
for consumption on the premises primarily in indoor dining accommodations 
(82) State Store. An outlet for the sale of liquor located on 
premises owned or leased by the State of Utah. 
Eff. 8-19-75 (83) Guest. A transient person who rents or occupies a room for 
sleeping purposes. 
Eff. 8-19-75 (84) Guest Room. A room which is designed for double occupancy by 
guests for sleeping purposes. 
Eff. 8-19-75 (85) Resort-Hotel. A building or group of buildings other than a 
motel , boarding house, lodging house containing individual guest rooms, 
suites of guest rooms, dwelling units, and which furnishes services 
customarily provided by hotels. 
Eff. 6-25-76 (86) Studios. A facility used for the instruction of specialized 
talents and skills. 
Eff. 11-11-77 (87) Junk. Any salvaged or scrap copper, brass, iron, steel, metal 
rope, rags, batteries, paper, trash, plastic, rubber, tires, waste; or 
other articles or materials commonly designated as junk; or dismantled, 
wrecked, or inoperable motor vehicles or parts thereof. 
Eff. 12-23-77 (88) Mobile Store. A stall, tent, stand, railroad car or motor 
vehicle from which groceries, goods, wares or merchandise are sold, offen 
for sale, bartered or exchanged in a temporary basis not to exceed six (6 
months without renewal of approval. 
(11) 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 22-1-6 - 22-1-8 
f. 1-3-78 (89) Intensity. The concentration of activity such as a com-
bination of the number of people, cars, visitors, customers, hours 
of operation, outdoor advertising, etc. Also, the size of buildings 
or structures, the most intense being higher, longer and/or wider. 
f. 4-14-78 (90) Group Day Care Home. An occupied dwelling in which a 
person, living in a dwelling and qualified by the State of Utah, pro-
vides day care for children. Such day care is limited for up to 12 
children per day, including children living in the dwelling, from 
ages 0 to 14. Hours of operation and numbers of children care for 
during those hours shall be determined by Conditional Use review. 
(91) 
f. 4-14-78 (92) Day Care/Pre-school Center. Any facility other than an 
occupied dwelling operated by a person qualified by the State of Utah, 
which provides children with day care and/or pre-school instruction. 
f. 11-24-78 (93) Sportsman's Kennel. A kennel for the keeping of three (3) to 
five (5) dogs, which has a valid permit from the Department of Animal 
Control and is located on a lot of at least one acre. 
£. 4-4-80 (94) Shopping Center. A group of architecturally unified com-
mercial establishments built on a site which is planned, developed, 
owned and managed as an operating unit. 
f. 8-22-80 (95) Adult Establishment. Book stores, magazine shops, retail 
business shops, newsstands, arcade, theatre or other business or any 
area of any such business which caters at any time exclusively to 
adult persons to the exclusion of minors under 18 years of age. This 
definition shall not apply to business establishments licensed to sell 
alcoholic beverages pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 2, Title XIII. 
:. 8-22-80 (96) Church. A building together with its accessory buildings and 
uses where persons regularly assemble for religious worship, and which 
buildings, together with its accessory buildings and uses, is maintained 
and controlled by a religious body organized to sustain public worship. 
:. 8-22-80 (97) Entrance. The location of ingress to a room, building or lot. 
A location of admittance. 
:. 8-22-80 (98) Exit. The location of egress from a room* building or lot, 
:. 8-22-80 (99) School. An institution recognized as satisfying the re-
quirements of public education and having an academic curriculum 
similar to that ordinarily given in public schools. Home occupations 
represented as schools shall not apply (dance, music, crafts, child 
nurseries, etc.) 
(12) 
FORESTRY ZONE F-l 22-9-5 - 22-9-9 
Sec. 22-9-5. Width Regulations. The minimum width for any dwelling lot 
shall be seventy-five (75) feet. 
Sec. 22-9-6. Side Yard Regulations. The minimum side yard for any 
dwelling shall be eight (8) feet and the total width of the two re-
quired side yards shall be not less than eighteen (18) feet. Other 
main buildings shall have a minimum side yard of twenty (20) feet and 
the total width of the two side yards shall be not less than forty (40) 
feet. The minimum side yard for a private garage shall be eight (8) 
feet except that private garages and other accessory buildings located 
in the rear and at least six (6) feet away from the main building may 
have a minimum side yard of one (1) foot, provided that no private 
garage or other accessory building shall be located closer than ten 
(10) feet to a dwelling on an adjacent lot. On corner lots the side 
yard which faces on a street for both main and accessory buildings 
shall be not less than fifteen (15) feet on State highways or eight 
(8) feet on other streets. 
Sec. 22-9-7. Front Yard Regulations. The minimum depth of the front 
yard for main buildings and for private garages which have a minimum 
side yard of eight (8) feet shall be fifteen (15) feet for lots facing 
on a State highway and five (5) feet for lots facing on a County road. 
All accessory buildings other than private garages which have a minimum 
side yard shall be located at least six (6) feet in the rear of the 
main building. 
Sec. 22-9-8. Rear Yard Regulations. The minimum rear yard for a main 
building shall be twenty-five (25) feet, and for accessory buildings 
one (1) foot, provided that on corner lots which rear upon the side of 
another lot accessory buildings shall be located not closer than eight 
(8) feet to such side yard. 
Sec. 22-9-9. Height Regulations. No building or structure shall be 
erected to a height greater than two and one-half (2-4) stories or 
thirty-five (35) feet, and no dwelling structure shall be erected to a 
height less than one (1) story. 
Chapter 9A 
Eff. 8-19-75 FR-0.5, 1, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100 
Sections: 
22-9A-1. Purpose 
22-9A-2. Permitted Uses 
22-9A-3. Conditional Uses 
22-9A-4. Lot Area and Lot Width Requirements 
22-9A-5. Yard Regulations 
22-9A-6. Height Regulations 
22-9A-7. Maximum Coverage Regulations 
22-9A-8. Special Regulations 
22-9A-9. Site Plan Approval for Single Family Dwellings 
(31) 
FR-0.5, 1, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100 22-9A-1 - 22-9A-3 
Sec. 22-9A-1. Purpose. To permit the development of the canyon areas 
of Salt Lake County for forestry recreation and other uses as set forth 
in and limited by Sections 22-9A-2 and 22-9A-3 of this Chapter to the 
extent such development is compatible with the protection of the natural 
and scenic resources of these areas for the continued benefit of future 
generations. 
Sec. 22-9A-2. Permitted Uses, All permitted uses are subject to 
Section 22-9A-4, through and including 22-9A-9. 
(1) Agriculture as defined in Section 22-1-6(2) 
(2) Single family dwellings 
(3) Accessory uses and structures customarily incidental to a 
permitted use 
Sec. 22-9A-3. Conditional Uses, All conditional uses are subject to 
Section 22-9A-4 through and including 22-9A-8, except that the regu-
lations of Sections 22-9A-4 through 22-9A-8 may be modified by the 
Planning Commission as they relate to mineral extraction and processing 
and public uses. 
(1) Accessory uses and structures customarily incidental to con-
ditional use 
(2) Commercial and private recreation 
(3) Dwelling group 
(4) Living quarters for persons employed on the premises of any 
main use 
(5) Logging and lumber processing 
(6) Mineral extraction and processing 
(7) Offices incidental to main use 
(8) Planned unit development 
(9) Public and quasi-public uses 
(10) Temporary structures 
(11) Horses and animals and fowl for family food production as de-
scribed in Section 22-1-6(30) of this ordinance provided that: 
(a) The area proposed for animals is not in a watershed area 
as determined by the City-County Board of Health. 
(b) The use will not create unreasonable on-site erosion, 
downstream siltation, bacteriological or biological pollution in sub-
surface or surface waters, destruction of vegetation, air pollution, 
including dust and odors or other detrimental environmental effects. 
In determining the environmental effects of the use, the Planning Cora-
mission shall seek and consider recommendations from the City-County 
Board of Health and other concerned agencies, and may require the ap-
plicant to submit scientific studies including analysis of slope, 
soils, vegetative cover, availability of water and other elements 
necessary to establish environmental effects of the proposed use. 
(c) The Planning Commission may limit the number of animals 
and fowl or limit the amount of ground to be developed to such use or 
make other conditions to ensure environmental protection. 
(d) After the use is established, if the Planning Commission 
determines, based on findings of facts, that unreasonable environmental 
degradation is occurring, the Planning Commission may, after notification 
to the applicant and hearing, establish additional conditions or order 
the use to be abated. 
(32) 
FR-0.5, 1, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100 22-9A-3 - 22-9A-8 
Eff. 4-14-78 (12) Group day care home 
Eff-2-7-80 (13) Day care/Pre-school center (Subject to Section 22-2-23) 
Sec. 22-9A-4. Lot Area and Lot Width Requirements. 
District Minimum Lot Area Minimum Lot Width 
FR-0.5 1/2 Acre 100 Feet 
FR-1 1 Acre 200 Feet 
FR-5 5 Acres 300 Feet 
FR-10 10 Acres 300 Feet 
FR-20 20 Acres 300 Feet 
FR-50 50 Acres 300 Feet 
FR-100 100 Acres 300 Feet 
In Addition, in the FR-0.5 and the FR-1 Zones where ground exceeds 30% 
slope, the minimum lot area shall be increased by 50% for the part of 
the lot exceeding 30% slope. In all FR Zones construction is not per-
mitted where the slope exceeds 50%. 
Sec. 22-9A-5. Yard Regulations. Because of the unique nature of the 
topography and climatic conditions of the canyon areas the side, rear 
and front yard requirements will be determined on an individual basis by 
the Planning Commission for Conditional Uses and by the Zoning Admin-
istrator for single family dwellings. 
Sec. 22-9A-6. Height Regulations. No single family dwellings shall be 
erected to a height greater than two and one-half (2-^) stories or 
thirty-five (35)Jjfeet nor less than one (1) story. 
<** 
Sec. 22-9A-7. Maximum Coverage Regulations. The maximum coverage for 
the aggregate of all buildings, paved surfaces and graded areas shall 
be limited by the following schedule: 
Zone Maximum Coverage 
FR-0.5 25% 
FR-1 25% 
FR-5 10% 
FR-10 5% 
FR-20 5% 
FR-50 2% 
FR-100 1% 
Sec. 22-9A-8. Special Regulations. 
(1) Natural Hazards - construction of permanent structures is not 
permitted in areas subject to hazards such as floods, landslides, avalancn 
(2) Board of Health Approval - prior to issuance of a conditional 
use permit or site plan approval for all uses, regardless of size or 
number of units, applicant shall receive the written approval of the Salt 
Lake City-County Board of Health certifying that all health requirements 
have been satisfied and that the proposed construction will not damage 
the natural watershed. In addition, developments of more than nine (9) 
lots or more than nine (9) units shall receive the written approval of the 
Utah State Division of Health certifying the culinary water system and 
the sewerage system. All approvals shall be in accordance with the regu-
lations of the Utah State Division of Health relating to culinary water 
supply and waste water disposjal. 
(33) 
FR-0.5, 1, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100 22-9A-8 - 22-9A-9 
(3) Building Materials - buildings shall be designed to preserve 
the natural beauty of the canyon areas. Only those building materials 
which will blend harmoniously into the natural environment shall be 
permitted. The use of wood and stone and other harmonious materials is 
encouraged and the use of bland unpainted concrete blocks and unpainted 
metal is prohibited on exterior surfaces. 
(4) Grading - to eliminate the possibility of erosion and un-
sightly scars on the mountain slopes cut and fill shall be controlled by 
standards adapted by the Planning Commission which are based on slope 
and grade analysis for construction of access roads, private rights-of-
way and building sites. All cut and fill surfaces shall be replanted 
and maintained to negate the possibility of erosion and scarring. 
(5) Natural Vegetation - vegetation shall not be removed unless 
the site plan and the plan for vegetation clearing is approved by the 
Planning Commission for conditional uses or Zoning Administrator for 
permitted uses subject to all the provisions of this Chapter. 
(6) Parking Requirements - for conditional uses the Planning 
Commission shall determine the number of parking spaces required. For 
permitted uses the Zoning Administrator shall determine the number of 
parking spaces required. However, the minimum requirements of Chapters 
22-32 shall be provided, except that the Planning Commission may modify 
the requirements of Sections 22-32-6 and 22-32-7. Covered parking is 
encouraged. 
(7) Utilities - all utilities shall be placed underground. 
Sec. 22-9A-9. Site Plan Approval for Single Family dwellings. In 
order to determine compliance with this ordinance and to promote 
orderly and harmonious development of canyon areas site plans for 
single family dwellings shall be approved by the Zoning Administrator 
prior to issuance of any building permits. Applications for site plan 
approval shall be accompanied by a site plan and elevations showing 
the relationship of the construction to the natural grade and finished 
grade. Drawings shall show proposed signs, landscaping, exterior 
material, color schedules, and all other information necessary to 
enable the Zoning Administrator to make the findings set forth above. 
Applications may be approved as submitted, approved subject to condi-
tions, or disapproved. Actions of the Zoning Administrator shall be 
subject to appeal to the Planning Commission. 
(34) 
Addendum 5 
ZONING ORDINANCES 
but not limittd to qutstions of construction, rtlating to ttnurt of 
officers and boards established by previous ordinances and to 
qutstions o* conforming or nonconforming uses, buildings, or 
structures, and to qutstions as to tht datts upon which such usts, 
buildings, or structures become conforming or nonconforming. 
Sir . ??-1-<4 Dtf in i, t i nni, For tht purpost of this Titlt, certain 
words and ttrms art dtfintd as follows: (Uords ustd in tht prtstnt 
ttnst includt tht future; words in tht singular numbtr includt the 
plural and th^ plural tht singular; words includtd herein but dtfintd 
in tht Building Codt shall bt construtd as dtfintd thtrtin.) 
<1) Abandonment. Stt Stction 22-4-12. 
<2) Agriculture, Tht tilling of tht soil, tht raising of 
crops, horticulturt, and gardtning, but not including tht keeping or 
raising of domtstic animals or fowls, txctpt housthold ptts, and not 
including any agricultural industry or busintss such as fruit packing 
plants, fur farms, animal hospitals or similar usts, 
<3) Airport. Any landing arta, runway, or othtr facility 
dtsigntd, ustd, or inttndtd to bt ustd either publicly or ^y any 
person or persons for the landing and taking off of aircraft, 
including all necessary taxiways, aircraft storage and tiedown areas, 
hangars and other necessary buildings and open spaces. 
<4) Alley. A public thoroughfare less than twtnty-f i ••;* 
<23) fttt widt. 
<3) Apartment Hotel. Any bui1ding which contains dwtlling 
units and also satisfits tht definition of a hotel, as defined in this 
title, 
(6) Apartment House A multiple dwelling; see Dwelling, 
Mult i pie FamiIy. 
<7> Apartment Court Any building or group of buildings 
which contains swelling units, and also satisfies the definition of a 
tourist court, as defined in this Title. 
O ) Basement. A story partly underground. A basement 
shall be counted as a story for purposes of heights measurement if its 
height is one-half <1/2) or more above grade. 
<?) Boarding House. A building with not more than five 
(S)guest rooms, where, for compensation, meals are provided for at 
least five (3) but not more than fifteen (13) persons. 
<10) Building. Any structure having a roof supported by 
columns or walls, for the housing or enclosure of persons, animals or 
chattels. 
(11) Building, Accessory. A detached subordinate building 
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cltarly incidtntal to and locattd upon tht somt lot occupitd by tht 
main building. 
<12) Building, Height 0*. Tht vtrtical distanct from tht 
gradt to tht hightst point of tht coping of a flat roof, or to tht 
dtck lint of a mansard roof, or to a point midway bttwttn tht lowtst 
part of tht tauts or cornict and ridgt of a hip roof, 
<13) Building Main. Tht principal building or ont of f t 
principal buildings upon a lot, or tht building or ont of tn* 
principal buildings housing a principal ust upon a lot. 
(14; Carport. A privatt garagt not compltttly tnclostd c--
walls or doors. For tht purpost of this Titlt, a carport shall bt 
subjtct to all of tht rtgulations prtscribtd for a priuatt garagt. 
14a Carttaktr. A ptrson tmploytd by tht owntr of a 
p n v a t t , rtsidtntial duelling to rtsidt within tht dwtlling and to 
primarily provndt mainttnanct, custodial and stcurity struicts. A 
ptrson shall not bt dttmtd a carttaktr within tht mtaning of this 
ordinanct who shall posstss any inttrtst, whtthtr ltgal or btntficial. 
in tht dwtlling, or who shall giut considtration, txcluding carttaKer 
s t r e e t s , to tht owntr of said dwtlling for tht pnuiltgt of residing 
t h t r t i n . 
14b Carttaktr Unit. A room or rooms anntxtd to a 
1argtr duelling, dtsigntd to houst ptrsons within tht dtfinition and 
substction <14a> of this Stction, and ctrtifitd to bt ustd as such :>• 
tht owntr or owntrs of tht dwtlling upon a form, ctrtifying that tnt 
carttaktr unit is to bt occupitd by a ptrson or ptrsons to bt employe 
by tht owntr or owntrs of tht duelling for mainttnanct, custodial and 
stcurity strvicts, to bt supplitd by tht Town. 
<13) Chi Id Nursery. An tstablishmtnt for tht cart and/or 
instruction, whtthtr or not for comptnsation, of six <6) or mors 
childrtn othtr than mtmbtrs of tht family rtsiding on tht prtmtsts. 
(16) Conditional Us*. A ust of land for which * 
conditional ust ptrmit is rtquirtd pursuant to Chapttr 31 of tnt s 
Ti tit. 
<17> Condominium Projtct. A rtal tstatt condominium 
projtct; a plan or projtct whtrtby two or mort units, whtthtr 
containtd in txisting or propostd apartmtnts, commtrcial or 
industrial buildings or structurts or othtrwist, art stparattly 
offtrtd or propostd to bt offtrtd for salt. Comdommium projtct 
shall also mtan tht proptrty whtn tht conttxt so rtquirts. 
Tht owntrs or dtvtloptr of any condominium 
projtct or timt ptriod unit projtct as dtfintd in substction <33) 
shalT comply with tht Utah condominium Owntrship Act. Titlt 37 
Chapttr 8, Utah Codt Annotattd, 1953, htrtby incorporattd in and 
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made a par t of t h i s Ordinance by r e f e r e n c e . Such owner or 
developer sha l l a lso comply w i th a l l p e r t i n e n t prov is ions of 
chapters 22-9 and 22-10 of t h i s Ordinance. 
<18) C o r r a l . A space, other than a b u i l d i n g . less 
than one (1 ) acre in a r e a , or less than one hundred (100) f e e t 
in w i d t h , used fo r the confinement of an imals . 
(1?) Cour t . An occupied space on a l o t , other than a ya rd , 
designed to be p a r t i a l l y surrounded by group d w e l l i n g s . 
<20) D a i r y . A commercial establ ishment for the manufacture 
or processing of d a i r y products . 
(21) D i s t r i c t . A por t ion of the Town of A l t a . 
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<22) D w e l l i n g . Any b u i l d i n g , or por t ion t h e r e o f , which is 
designed for use for r e s i d e n t i a l purposes, except h o t e l s , apartment 
h o t e l s , boarding houses, lodging houses, mobile homes, t o u r i s t courts 
and apartment c o u r t s . 
(23) D w e l l i n g , S ing le Fami ly . A b u i l d i n g arranged or 
designed to be occupied by one (1 ) f a m i l y , the s t r u c t u r e having only 
one ( I ) d w e l l i n g u n i t and occupied by persons w i th the d e f i n i t i o n on 
Sect ion 2 2 - 1 - 6 ( 2 9 ) . 
(24 ) D w e l l i n g , Two-Family . A b u i l d i n g arranged or designed 
to be occupied by two (2 ) f a m i l i e s , the s t r u c t u r e having only two (2) 
dwel1 i ng un i t s . 
(25 ) D w e l l i n g , T h r e e - F a m i l y . A b u i l d i n g arranged or 
designed to be occupied by three (3 ) f a m i l i e s , the s t r u c t u r e having 
only three ( 3 ) d w e l l i n g u n i t s . 
(26 ) D w e l l i n g , Four -Fami ly . A b u i l d i n g arranged or 
designed to be occupied by four ( 4 ) f a m i l i e s , the s t ruc tu re having 
only four ( 4 ) d w e l l i n g u n i t s . 
(27 ) D w e l l i n g , M u l t i p l e - F a m i l y . A b u i l d i n g arranged or 
designed to be occupied by more than four (4 ) f a m i l i e s . 
( 28 ) Dwe l l ing Group. A group of two (2 ) or more dwel l ings 
loca ted on a parcel of land in one <1) ownership and having any yard 
or court in common. 
(29 ) Dwe l l ing U n i t . One or more rooms in a d w e l l i n g , 
apartment hote l or apartment m o t e l , designed for or occupied by one 
(1 ) f a m i l y fo r l i v i n g or s leep ing purposes and having one ( I ) but not 
more than one ( 1 ) k i tchen or set of f i x e d cooking f a c i l i t i e s , other 
than hot p l a t e s or other por tab le cooking u n i t s . A room or rooms 
w i t h i n the d e f i n i t i o n of subsection (14b) of t h i s sect ion sha l l not be 
deemed a d w e l l i n g u n i t when annexed to p r i v a t e , r e s i d e n t i a l dwel l ings 
w i t h i n the d e f i n i t i o n s conta ined in subsect ions ( 2 2 ) . < 2 3 ) , (24) and 
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(25) of t h i s Sec t ion • 
<30) Fami ly . One or more persons occupying a dwe l l ing u n i t 
and l i v i n g as a s i n g l e housekeeping u n i t inc lud ing c a r e t a k e r s , as 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d from a group occupying a boarding house, lodging house 
or h o t e l , as here in d e f i n e d . 
<31) Family Food Product ion . The keeping of not more than 
two (2 ) cows, two (2 ) sheep, two (2> goa ts , twenty (20) r a b b i t s , f i f t y 
(30 ) ch ickens , f i f t y <S0) pheasants, ten (10) ducks, ten (10) tu rkeys , 
ten (10) geese, and twenty (20) pigeons, provided that an a d d i t i o n a l 
number of animals equal to two (2 ) times the number l i s t e d above ana 
an a d d i t i o n a l number of fowl equal to f i v e <3) times the number l i s t e d 
above may be kept f o r each one*hal f ( 1 / 2 ) acre in the l o t over ana 
above the minimum number of square f e e t r e q u i r e d for a s i n g l e - f a m i l y 
r e s i d e n t i a l l o t in the zone and provided that not more than three ( 3 ; 
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of the above l i s t e d kinds of animals and fowl are permi t ted at any 
onetime on any l o t smal ler than one -ha l f ( 1 / 2 ) a c r e . 
(32) F r o n t a g e A l l proper ty f r o n t i n g on one (1 ) side of 
the s t r e e t between i n t e r s e c t i n g or i n t e r c e p t i n g s t r e e t s , or between a 
s t r e e t and a r i g h t - o f - w a y , waterway, end of dead-end s t r e e t , or 
p o l i t i c a l subd iv is ion boundary, measured along the s t r e e t l i n e . *n 
i n t e r c e p t i n g s t r e e t sha l l determine only the boundary of the f rontage 
on the side of the s t r e e t which i t i n t e r c e p t s . 
(33) Garage, P r i v a t e . An accessory b u i l d i n g designed or 
used for the storage of not more than four (4 ) automobiles owned ana 
used by the occupants of the b u i l d i n g to which i t is accessory, 
prov ided that on a l o t occup i ed by a mult i pie d w e l l i n g , the pr i vate 
garage may be designed and used for the storage of one and one-ha l f 
( 1 - 1 / 2 ) t imes as many automobiles as there are dwe l l ing u n i t s in the 
m u l t i p l e d w e l l i n g . A garage sha l l be considered par t of a dwe l l ing i f 
the garage and the d w e l l i n g have a roof or wal l in common. A p r i v a t e 
garage may not be used fo r storage of more than one (1 ) truck for each 
f a m i l y d w e l l i n g upon the premises, and no such truck shal l exceed two 
and one -ha l f ( 2 - 1 / 2 ) tons c a p a c i t y . 
(34 ) Garag#, P u b l i c . A b u i l d i n g or por t ion the reo f , other 
than a p r i v a t e garage designed or used for s e r v i c i n g , r e p a i r i n g , 
equ ipp ing , h i r i n g , s e l l i n g or s t o r i n g motor -dr iven v e h i c l e s . 
<3S) 3rad#. 
a. For buildings adjoining one (t) street only, the 
elevation of the sidewalk at the center of that wall adjoining the 
street. 
b. For buildings adjoining more than one (1) street, 
the average level of the elevations of the sidewalk at the centers of 
all walls adjoining streets. 
c. For buildings having no wall adjoining the street, 
the average level of the ground (finished surface) adjacent to the 
exterior walls of the building. All walls approximately parallel to 
and not more than five (3) feet from a street line are to be 
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constdtrtd as adjoining a strttt. 
<36) Quest House. A separate dwelling structurt located on 
a lot with one or mort main dwelling structurts and ustd for housing 
of guests, or servants and not rented, Itastd or sold stparatt from 
tht rtntal , least or salt of tht m a m duitlling. 
(37) Home Occupation. Any ust conducttd tntirtly within a 
dwtlling and carritd on by ont ptrson rtsiding in tht swelling unit, 
which ust is cltarly tncidtntal and stcondary to tht ust of tht 
dwtlling for dwtlling purposts and dots not changt tht character ot 
tht dwtlling or proptrty for rtsidtntial purposts and in connection 
with which thtrt is no display nor stock in trade. Tht home 
occupation shall not includt tht salt of commodities except those 
which art productd on tht prtmists and shall not involve the use ot 
any accessory building or yard spact or activity, outsidt tht main 
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building, not normally associattd with rtsidtntial ust. Parking for a 
homt occupation shall bt 1imittd to tht following: <l) Ont car for 
tach 23' of unobstructtd and unrtstricttd frontagt of tht subject 
proptrty and <2> available parking on tht subjtct proptrty whtre 
automobiles art customarily parked, Homt occupation shall includt the 
cart of not mort than six <6) childrtn othtr than mtmbtrs of the 
family residing in tht dwtlling. 
O S ) Hottl • A building dtsigntd for or occupitd by sixteen 
<16) or mort gutsts who art, for comptnsation lodgtd, with or without 
mtals and in which no provision is madt for cooking in any individual 
room or suitt. 
<39> Household Pets. Animals and/or fowl ordinarily 
permitttd in tht houst and ktpt for company or pltasurt such as dogs, 
cats, and canaries, including not mort than two (2) dogs or two (2^ 
cats over four <4) months in agt and not mort than a total of four c4; 
animals. Housthold ptts dots not includt inherently or potentially 
dangtrous animals, fowls, or rtptiles. 
<40) Junk Yard* Tht ust o«f any lot, portion of a lot, or 
tract of land for tht storagt, kttping or abandonmtnt of junk, 
including scrap mttals or othtr scrap mattrial, or for the 
dismantling, demolition or abandonment of automobiles or other 
vthicltsf or machintry of parts thtrtof, providtd that this dtfmition 
shall bt dttmtd not to includt such usts which art cltarly acctssorv 
and incidtntal to any agricultural ust ptrmitttd in tht zone. 
<41) Kennel Tht kttping of thrtt <3> or mort dogs, at 
ltast four (4) months old. 
<42) Lodging House. A building whtrt lodging only is 
provided for compensation fo fivt <3) or mort, but not excttding 
fiftttn <15) ptrsons. 
(43) Lot. A parctl of land occupitd or to bt occupied by a 
building or group of buildings, togtthtr with such yards* optn spaces, 
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lot width and lot areas as are required by this Title, having -frontage 
upon a street or upon a r i ght-of-way approved by the 8oard of 
Adjustment, or upon a r i ght-of-way not less than sixteen (16) feet 
wide. Except for group dwellings and guest houses, not more than one 
(I) dwelling structure shall occupy on3 one (1) lot. 
<44) Lot, Corner. A lot abutting on two intersecting or 
intercepting streets, where the interior angle of intersection or 
interception does not exceed one hundred thirty-five <135) degrees. 
<43) Lot, Interior. A lot other than a corner lot. 
(46) Mobil* Home Any vehicle or similar portable structure 
having been constructed with wheels (whether or not such wheels have 
been removed) and having no foundation other than wheels, jacks or 
skirtings, and so designed or constructed as to permit occupancy tor 
dwelling or sleeping purposes. Mobile homes used for residential or 
sleeping purposes shall be governed by the yard and area requirements 
for single-family dwellings unless located in a mobile home park which 
case the requirements of the Mobile Home Park Ordinance shall apply. 
The requirements of this Ordinance shall not be constructed to prevent 
the storage of a mobile home in the rear yard of a dwelling structure. 
A mobile home so stored may be temporarily used for sleeping purposes 
by members, or guests of the family residing in the dwelling structure 
but the mobile home shall not be connected to utilities or used for 
residential or permanent sleeping purposes. 
(47) Mobile Horn* Park Any plot of ground upon which two or 
more mobile homes, occupied for dwelling or sleeping purposes, are 
located, regardless of whether or not a charge is made for sucn 
accommodation. Pursuant to Mobile Home Park Ordinance. 
(43) Name Plates and Signs. "Name plates and signs" shall 
include: 
a. One (I) name plate for each dwelling unit, not 
exceeding two (2) square feet in area, indicating the name of the 
occupant or a permitted home occupation. 
b. One (1) sign board not exceeding eight (3) square 
feet in area appertaining to the lease or sale of the property, or the 
sale of products produced on the property, or warning against 
trespassi ng. 
c. One (1) bulletin board not exceeding eight (3) 
square feet in area for a church or other institution for the purpose 
of displaying the name and character of services or other activities 
conducted therein. 
d. One (1) identification sign not exceeding eight (3) 
square feet in area for buildings other than dwellings. 
e. All such bulletin boards and identification signs 
shall be attached to and parallel with the front wall of the builoing. 
If any name plate, bulletin board or sign is illuminated, indirect 
lighting only shall be used* no flashing or intermittent illumination 
sha)1 be employed. 
(49) Natural Waterways. Those areas varying in width along 
streams, creeks, gullies, springs, or washes which are natural 
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drainage channels as determined by the Building Inspector, and m 
which areas no buildings shall be constructed. 
(30) Nonconforming Building or Structure. A building or 
structure or portion thereof, lawfully existing at the time this 
Ordinance became effective, which does not conform to all the height, 
area, and yard regulations herein prescribed in the zone in which it 
is located. 
(31) Nonconforming Use. A use which lawfully occupied a 
building or land at the time this Title became effective and which 
does not conform with the use regulations of the zone tn which it is 
1ocated. 
<32) Nursing Hcro#. An establishment where persons ar* 
lodged and furnished with meals and nursing care. 
(33) Parking Lot. An open area, other than a street, used 
for parking of more than four (4) automobiles and available for public 
use, whether free, for compensation, or as an accommodation tor 
clients or customers. 
<34) Parking Space. Space within a building, lot or 
parking lot for the parking or storage of one <1) automobile. 
<33) Permitted Use. A use of land for which no conditional 
use permit is required. 
(3d) Planned Unit Development. Complete development plan 
for an area pursuant to 22-9c 
(37) Private Educational Institutions Having an Academic 
Curriculum Similar to That Ordinarily Given in Public Schools. 
Private training schools and other private schools which ar* 
instructional in nature, including laboratory and shop instruction 
with the use of demonstration vehicles, products or models incidental 
to said instruction, but not including the repair, maintenance or 
manufacture of vehicles, goods or merchandise, and not providing 
direct services, other than instruction to the general public, 
(38) Public Use. A use operated exclusively by a public 
body, or quasi-public body, such use having the purpose of serving the 
public health, safety, or general welfare, and including uses such as 
public schools, parks, playgrounds and other recreational facilities, 
administrative, and service facilities, and public utilities. 
<39) Quasi-Public Use. A use operated by a private non-
profit, educational religious, recreational, charitable or 
philanthropic institution, such use having the purpose primarily of 
serving the general public, such as churches, private schools and 
universities and similar uses. 
(60) Recreation, Commercial. Recreational facilities 
operated as a business and open to the general public for a fee such 
as golf driving ranges and baseball batting ranges. 
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<6 i ) S t a b l t , P r i u a t t . A d t t a c h t d acctssor> b u i l d i n g * 0 p 
th t k t t p i n g of hors ts owntd by th t occupants of tht p r t m i s t s , and not 
ktp t -for r t m u n t r a t i on » h i r t or sal t . 
< 6 2 ) S t ab 11
 f Pu b i i i o r \ i • r than a p n v a ^ i % t a c } * . 
<63) S t o r y . Tht spact wi thin a ou i I di ng i nc i unit a -a* * A*ttn 
th t s u r f a c t of any f1 oor and tht s i r »: a ' i ',ki " h f : • ' < 3 • • «. »" *".; , • t , 
< fj'-i" S t o r y , Hmlf . A stor - u j i f i a f i t i t t two I.2J 2f i t s 
opposit iiii'ju'-'i si t u a t t d in a s lop ing r o o f , th t f l o o r a r t a of which 
dots •««1: f «n 1 t w o - t h i r d s <2 /3) of th t f l o o r immtd ia t t l y btlow i t . 
<63> S t r t t t , , * thoroughfart which has b t tn d t d i c a t s d or 
abandontd to tht publ ic and a c c t p t t d by proptr publ ic a u t h o r i t y or 31 
thoroughf a r t
 f not 1 t ss than t w t n t y - f i u t <25) ft#«r w j t , ighich has b t tn 
madt pub l ic by r i g h t of ust and which a f fo rds Mh"<t 1: * • nc " 0a I mtans of 
acctss to abu 11ing proptr ty. 
<66) S t r u c t u r t . An, ig c o n s t r u c t t d or t r t c t t d which 
r t q u i r t s l o c a t i o n on th t grounc z~ a t t a c h t d to somtthing having a 
l o c a t i o n on tht ground . 
1 6?) S t r u c t u r a l A l t t r a t i o n s . nay changt supporting 
m tmbt r s of a bu i 1 d i n q or s t r u c t u r t , su c n as b t ar 1 n g «*.< a I I ^ c o 1 umn s , 
btams or g i r d t r s . 
<63) T o u r i s t Cour t . Any b u i l d i n g or group of bu i ld ings 
conta in ing s l t t p i n g rooms, w i th or w i thout f i x t d cooking f a c i l i t i e s , 
d t s i g n t d for t tmporary ust by automobi l t t o u r i s t s , or t r a n s i t n t s , wi th 
garagt a t t a c h t d or park ing spact c o n v t n i t n t l y l o c a t t d at taci 1 u n i t . 
inc lud ing auto c o u r t s , m o t t l s , or motor 1odgt s. 
(69) T i mt p t r i od Un i t. An annual"! : ' r t c u r r 1 n g p a ' • > 0 r 
parts 0 a caltndar ytar sptcifitd in tht condominium dtclaration 
or othtr documtnt: s a ptriod for which a physical unit is 
stparattly owntd. Stparatt owntrship is rtprtstnttd as sharts 
a c o r p o r a t i o n , a partntrship inttrtst or any othtr individual I / 
owntd transftrrablt proptrty right or inttrtst. 
(70) Tim* Ptriod Unit Projtct. A rtal tstatt projtct 
which is dtuottd all or in part to timt ptriod units as dtfintd 
in substction 22-i-d <S8) 
<71) Ust, Acctssory. f 1 * * jstomarily 
incidtntal to and locattd upon tht s***- ^ccupit^ -* j ** 
<72) U i d t h o4 L o t . Tht distanct bttwttn .* *._ * % 
and tht distanct back from tht front i«* 1.*%- -#-•• td for it.* 
of tht front yard. 
<73) Y a r d . A spact on a lot, othtr than 1 court, 
unoccupitd and unob s t r u c t t d from tht ground upward,, b> I dings, 
txctpt as othtrwist prouidtd htrtin. 
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(74 ) Y a r d , Front * A space on the same l o t w i th a b u i l d i n g 
between the -front l i n e of the b u i l d i n g and the -front lo t l i n e , and 
extending across the f u l l width of the l o t . Tht • depth" t irn# T r jn t 
yard is th# minimum distance between the i ear nr: i ; «• * a "• * t i*ear 
the bui1di ng. 
<73) 'ar d9 Rtar A space on the same lot with a building 
between tr line of the building and the rear lot line and 
extending the full width of the lot. Tht depth" of the rear yard is 
the mini mum d i s t an c e be t we en the " e 1.1 ' • ?' lint an d t he re a r 1 < i »e o f 
fh, t bu i 1 d i ng 
(76) Yard1, Sids A space on the sam# l o t w i th a b u i l d i n g 
between the side l.ne a* the b u i l d i n g and the side lo t Hne and 
extending from the f r o n t yard to the rear y a r d . ^ # - zw* * the 
side yard sha l l be the minimum distance between t s* * and 
t h e s i de 1 i n e o f t h e bu i 1 d i n g . 
(77) Class *A* Be#r O u t l e t . A place of business wherein 
beer is sold \n o r i g i n a l conta iners to be consumed of the oremises in 
accordance w i th the l iquor contro l act of Utah a 1 id ti i t l i c e n s i n g 
ordinance or The Town of A l t a . 
< 79) Class "8* B##r O u t l e t . A place of business in 
connection wi th a bona f i d e r e s t a u r a n t wherein beer is sold in 
o r i g i n a l con ta ine rs fo r consumption on the premises provided that the 
sa le of beer is less than 40% of the gross d o l l a r volume suolect to 
the p rov is ions o-f the l i c e n s i n g ordinance of the Town of A l t a . 
,-»9) c l a s s mCm B##r Q u t l t t . A place of business wherein 
the u * 1 marr or main business is that of s e l l i n g beer for consumption 
on 1 "M» if p i"* §m i t 1 
._. Driv# Inn Refreshment Stand. A place of business 
where f ood and dr i n k is so1d primart1y for c on sump tion on the premises 
outside the structure 
< 31) Package Agsncy. Any ou * ' f IU thor • zed b * > ' • "J • i" 
Liquor Control Commission to sell original package liquor or <« "it t zr 
consumption off the premises. 
<82) privatt Nonprofit Locker Club. A social club, 
recreational athletic or kindred association incorporated under the 
provisions o* the Utah nonprofit corporation and cooperation act whicn 
maintains or intends to maintain premises upon which liquor is or will 
be stored, consumed or sold. 
(83) Private Nonprofit Recreational Grounds and Facilities. 
Nonprofit recreational grounds and facilities operated by an 
association incorporated under the provisions of the Utah nonprofit 
corporation and cooperation act or a corporated sole. 
(84) Restaurant. A place of business wher ,. varied 
hot food is prepared and cooked and complete meals *r served 
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g t n t r a 1 p u b1 ic f o r c on sump t i on on t h t p r tm i s t s p i im m i I < indoor 
d i n i n g accommodat ions . 
<S3) S t a t t S t o r t . An :u • i 11 *«:>«" H - f l t i . * i ( , : . l o c a t e d 
on p r t m i s t s owntd or l t a s t d b» t h t 31" a t # fo utah 
<36) G u t s t . A ti' «ui*i t n c p t r s o n who i m i -i i. „ ni i t s a 
room f o r s l t t p i n g p u r p o s e s * 
>37) G u t s t Room. H I CJUIII mn i m n i l "jni i "i:uD'e 
oc c uo anc v Sv -juts t s f o r s 1 • t p i ng p u p p o s t s , 
<38) Resort Hottl . -» bu > J *g 3«r group of buildings other 
than a mottl 9 boarding housfi 'edging houst containing individual 
gutst rooms, suitts of gutst rooms, houst, lodging houst containing 
individual gutst rooms, suitts of guest rooms, dwelling units. and 
which furni *h §s strv i c t s c u s tomar i1y p rouidtd by h o 111 s , 
3»<-. ? ? - i -y P.. i M i ^ P J ^ I » Raqn i r t r t . C o n s t r u c t i o n , a l t t r a t i o n , 
r e p a i r or removal o f any b u i l d i n g or s t r u c t u r t ot any p a r t t h t r e o f , as 
p r o v i d e d or as r t s t r i c t t d in t h i s Q r d i n a n c t s h a l l not b t commtncto*, cr 
p r o c t t d t d w i t h , t x c t p t a f t t r t h t i s s u a n c t of a w r i t t t n p t rmi t f o r t n t 
samt \DY t h t Town B u i l d i n g O f f i c i a l , Th t u s t of t h t l and s h a l l not oe 
commtnctd or p r o c t t d t d w i t h t x c t p t upon t h t i s s u a n c t of a w r i t t t n 
Dtrmi t f o r t h t samt by t h t Town B u i l d i n g O f f i c i a l . No us t p*rmt z 
s h a l l b t r t q u i r t d f o r l a n d u s t d f o r a g r i c u l t u r a l p u r p o s t s as d t f i n t d 
i n t h t T i t l t a n d / o r f o r t h t k t t p i n g or r-a i s m g of an i ma 1 s or f — •••! . 
Stc „ rt?-?-Q _ ^ " ^ " ^ Tht Al t a Town C o u n c i l may, I rem - ' 3 
t i m t amtnd t h t n u m b t r , s h a p t , b o u n d a r i t s , or a r t a of any z o n t . zr any 
r t g u l a t i o n . o e: oi w i t h i n any d i s t r i c t or d i s t r i c t s or z o n t s ;"* any 
o th t r pr ov i s J ons of t h t Zon i ng Or d i nanc t , Any such amtndmtn t s h a l l 
not b t madt or b tcomt t f f t c t i v t u n l t s s t h t samt s h a l l h a v t bten 
p r o p o s t d b>« 0'- ot ilrst s u b m i t t t d f o r t h t a p p r o v a l , d i s a p p r o v a l or 
s u g g t s t i on % ;, i • n • A1 t a PI ann i ng Comm i ss i on , 
Zon i ng Amtndmtn t App 1 i c a t i ons d tn i t o o * n • H I i' a IP inn i ng . ;n 
may bt a p p e a l e d w i ^ i w * t n <i 0 ^ 1a *s ' :* ' K# A' "a T3w« Counci 
D t n i a l of an a p p l i c a t i o n t o amtnd t h t z o n i n g map to r e c : * ~ * / any 
p a r c e l o f p r o p t r t y s h a l l p r o h i b i t t h t f i l i n g of a n o t h t r appl : a : i o n to 
amtnd t h t z o n i n g map t o r t c l a s s i f y t h t samt p a r c t l of p r o p t r t y , or any 
p o r t i o n t h t r t o f t o t h t samt z o n t c l a s s i f i c a t i o n w i t h i n ont / t a r of the 
d a t t of t h t f i n a l d t n i a l of t h t p r e v i o u s a p p l i c a t i o n u n l t s s 
P l a n n i n g Commission f i n d s t h a t t h t r t has b t t n a s u b s t a n t i a l changt in 
t h t c i r c u m s t a n c t s or s u f f i c i t n t ntw t v i d t n e t s i n c t t h t d t n i a l of t h t 
p r t u i o u s a p p l i c a t i o n t o m t r i t c o n s i d t r a t i o n of a s t c o n d a p p l i c a t i o n 
w i t h i n t h t on t y t a r t i m t p t r i o d . 
B t f o r t f i n a l l y a d o p t i n g any such a m t n d m t n t , t h t A l t a Town Counc i l 
s h a l l h o l d a p u b l i c h t a r i n g t h t r t o r t , a t I t a s t t h i r t y ( 3 0 ) days n o t i c e 
of t h t t i m t and pi a c t o f wh ich s h a l l b t g i v t n by at: I t a s t oi i t <1) 
p u b l i c a t i on i n a n t w s p a p t r o f g t n t r a l c i r c u 1 a t i on in t h t TQMI 
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Chapttr 9 
FORESTRY AND RECREATION ZONES - FR-Q.3 , « •• i , i-w-S, * 9 - j < j , "-^-30 
F R - i Q Q . 
S t c t i onsi 
2 2 - 9 - 1 Purpose 
2 2 - 9 - 2 P t r m i t t t d Usts 
2 2 - 9 - 3 Condi t iona l Usts 
2 2 - 9 - 4 Lot A r t a , Lot Width , and Sloot R tqu i r tmtn ts 
2 2 - 9 - 3 Yard R t g u l a t i o n s 
2 2 - 9 - 6 H t igh t R t g u l a t i o n s 
2 2 - 9 - 7 Maximum Covtragt R t g u l a t i o n s 
2 2 - 9 - 8 Sptc ia l R t g u l a t i o n s 
2 2 - 9 - 9 S i t t Plan Approval 
22 -9 -10 P t t i t i o n s to Rtront 
??-9-1 • Put+pn+m Th t p u r p os t of t h t For t s t r y , R t c r t a t i o n & 
R t s i d t n t i a l Zonts s t t -forth in t h i s chapt t r is to a l low -for usts of 
c t r t a i n a r t a s ot th t town o-f A1 ta which w i l l bt compatible wi th ont 
anotht r and w i t h th t n a t u r a l , sc tn ic b tauty of th t Town and tht ntarby 
mountain v i s t a s . No i n t t r t s t in a r t s i d t n t i a l u n i t , d w t l l i n g or 
p r o j t c t o-f any typt whatsotut r to bt l o c a t t d in tht For ts t r y , 
R t c r t a t i o n and R t s i d t n t i a l Zont sha l l bt conutytd OP t r a n s f t r r t d by 
d t t d , or con t rac t for a s p t c i f i t d p t r i o d o-f t imt o-f l t s s than t h i r t y 
days. A major purpost of t h i s zont is to i n e r t a s t tht ptriodL of 
owntrship and occupancy of i t s r t s i d t n t s . 
S t c t i o n 2 2 - 9 - 4 through and inc lud ing 2 2 - 9 - 9 , 
1 . A g r i c u l t u r t as d t f i n t d in Stct on 2 2 - 1 - ^ 2 
2 . S i n g l t Family d w t l l i n g s . 
3 . Acctssory usts and s t ^ u c t y t * jijitomar > i / i nc i d#n r. a 1 to 
i ": »rm i •: t t d ust . 
? ? ~ Q - ^ - rn*rti » ; ***\ H « « « - A l l c on d i t i on a 1 usts ai # su tu t c t: t o 
S t c t i o n 2 2 - 9 - 4 through and inc lud ing 2 2 - 9 - 8 t x c t p t that the 
r t g u l a t i o n s of S t c t i o n s 2 2 - 9 - 4 through 2 2 - 9 - 3 may bt m o d i f i t d by t h * 
Town Council as t h t y r t l a t t to min*~~1 t x t r a c t ion a nd proctss ing and 
pub l ic usts as by 1 aw d t f i n t d . 
t . Acctssory usts and s t r u c t u r t s customar i ly i n c i d t n s *
 D 
condi t i onal u s t . 
2 « Commtrc i al and pr i vat t r # - * 4 t n . 
3 . Owtl1i ng group 
4, L i v i n g q u a r t t r s for ptr son s tmp 1 oy t d on * h #• |i • r? s # s o *• 
any main ust• 
3 . Logging and lumbtr p r o c t s s i n g . 
6. l i i n t r a t t x t r a c t i o n and p r o c t s s i n g . 
7 . O f f i c t s i n c i d t n t a l to main u s t . 
8 . P lanntd Uni t D t v t l o p m t n t . 
9 . Publ ic and q u a s i - p u b l i c u s t s . 
10 Ttmporary s t r u c t u r t s . 
2*c~ ?*?-*--** rnmrntrri a l S t n t a l Prnhihi t td . . I t sha l l bt dt tmtd to be 
a. pifoh i bi t t d commtrcial ust in a l l FR zonts to I t a s t or r t n t any 
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d w e 1 "I i n g o r o t h e i s t r u c t u r e , o r p o r t i o n t h»-1 * >:i t , r >.«r I o o >41 r ^  p 1 j r c> 0 S -1* »• 
f o r a D e r i od... o;f t h i r t y < 3 0 ) d a y s o r l e s s . 
1/2 Acre of the net developable acreage 100 feet 
1 Acre ot the net developable acreage 200 feet 
5 .^cres ot the net developable acreage 200 feet 
20 Acres ot the net developable acreace 300 tee* 
50 Acres ot the net developable acreage 300 teet 
100 Acres ot the net developable acreage 300 -eet 
In all FR zones as delineated above, no construction sna". • be 
permittee on any lot or portion thereof where the ground slope exceeds 
30% i n gr aoe. Where e xc e p t ion a1 an d e x t r aor d i nar y c on dit i ons e xi s t • 
-•esort may be made to the Bor.rd ot* Adjustment pursuant to 22-5-1 et 
s e q of these Ordinance s. 
£££.» <22=&riL» Xarxi Q**yi 1 * t ; r-.n*. Because ot i'n^ unique nature ot tne 
topography and climatic conditions ot the canyon areas the side, rear, 
and front yard requirements will be determined on an individual oasis 
by t h e Town Counc i 1 , ac ting u p on t n e r e commenda t i on of "the De s i on 
T e am, an d/ or Planning C omm i s s i o n , •: f t h e s am e h a s been established anc 
apoo i n ted. 
??-?-A* H P i pn t RpQiiXaJLLoiis &n SIAJQLA EanaJL* DinkHliuzs* No single 
family dwelling shall be erected to a height greater than two and one-
half (2-1/2) stories or thirty—five <35> teet nor less than one < I > 
story. 
£&£-> 22=2JZ2~+ M.V;rjLmiim ^ f l ^ y &*n\i 1 * t i one . T ^ maximum cove r a g e T O P 
the aggregate ot* all buildings, paved surfaces and graded areas within 
a lot area. as defined in Section 20-9-3, shall be limited by tne 
f o 1 1 ow i n 9 sc h e du 1 e : 
Z.Q£ua &a.xlixujL£n CaLL&caae. 
FR-0.S 25% of the net developable acreage 
FR-1 25% :: f tne net developable acreage 
FR-5 10% ot the net developable acreage 
Y.
5'/. 
i */.
5X 
2% 
XV. 
t 
O t 
0 +
O t 
o t 
o t 
FR-20 % o  -ne net deve1 opao!e acreage 
~R-5Q % 01 the net developable acreage 
F R -1 0 0 1 % o t: the net c e v e 1 o p a b 1 e acreage 
The terrn " ne t de* »e 1 opab 1 e acreage"" ,1 5 u s v ,j \ n t: Li
 t 5 Chapter shall be 
deemed to be de-t ined as set torn- n Section 2 2 -1 C - *" of these 
Ordi nances. 
SJZS: ??-*-3~ fiperi a l RHQII 1 a t i n n s , 
1 . N a t u r a l Hazards C o n s t r u c t i o n o f permanent s t r u c t u r e s 
s h a l l no t be p e r m i t t e d , e p e c t e d , e s t a b l i s h e d OP p e r f o r m e d in such a 
mannep as t o p l a c e pea l and p e r s o n a l pr 3pe * t y a n d / o r i nd i • > idua1s a t 
unneasonab le r i s k o f hapm OP i n j u n y fpom n a t u n a l « g e o g r a p h i c OP 
t o p o g p a p h i c h a z a p d s , name ly , f l o o d s , l a n d s l i d e , a v a l a n c h e s , a h i g h 
w a t e p tab1e o p i n OP d i n an t s o i l e r o s i o n . 
l i a dd i t i on * n r )rop 1 i ance 1 *JI t h p r o v i s i o n s • of t l \\ Bui I d i n g 
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Code governing topographic , s t r u c t u r a l , const ruc t ion and dts ign 
standards necessary to matt th t maximum foreseeable r i sK of such 
hazards , parsons deve lop ing , improving, managing or owning such 
p r o p t r t y sha l l have th t o b l i g a t i o n and btar tht burdtn of so 
developing and/or improving th t p r o p t r t y in such a manntr that th t 
p r o p t r t y and/or th t g t n t r a l pub l ic a r t s a f t g u a r d t d from unreasonable 
r i s k of harm or i n j u r y from such na tura l hazards to th t s a t i s f a c t i o n 
of tht Planning Commission and th t B u i l d i n g O f f i c i a l 
2 . Board o4 Hea l th Approval P r io r to issuanct of a 
Condi t ional Ust P t r m i t or s i t t plan by th t D i r t c t o r of B u i l d i n g 
I n s p t c t i o n or th t Town C o u n c i l , approval of a l l usts r t g a r d l t s s of 
s i z t or numbtr of u n i t s , shal l bt g i v t n in w r i t i n g by tht Utah S t a t t 
D i v i s i o n of H t a l t h , who sha l l c t r t i f y as to tht adtquacv of th t 
c u l i n a r y w a t t r systtm and tht stwagt sys t tm. Tht approval of a i l 
c u l i n a r y and stwagt f a c i l i t i t s sha l l bt in accordanct wi th tn t 
r t g u l a t i o n s of th t Utah S t a t t D i v i s i o n of H t a l t h . 
3 . Stwagt Systtm B u i l d i n g P t r m i t s , s i t t plan approvals or 
cond i t iona l ust approvals shal l not bt issutd u n t i l th t o u t f a l l and 
stwagt systtm is compl t t td and provtd o p t r a t i v t , r t l i a b l t and s a f t ana 
is approvtd by a p p r o p r i a t t govtrnmtntal a g t n c i t s w i th j u r i s d i c t i o n . 
4 . B u i l d i n g M a t a r i a l s Bu i ld ings sha l l bt designed to 
preserve th t na tura l b tauty of tht canyon a r t a . Only thost b u i l d i n g 
m a t t r i a l s which w i l l b l t n d harmoniously in to th t natura l tnvi ronmtnt 
sha l l bt p t r m i t t t d . Tht ust of wood and stone and o t h t r harmonious 
m a t t r i a l s is tncouragtd and th t ust of b land , unpa in t td c o n c r t t * 
b locks , and u n p a i n t t d mt ta l is p r o h i b i t t d on t x t t r i o r s u r f a c t s . 
5 . Grading T o ' t l i m i n a t t th t p o s s i b i l i t y of t ros ion ana 
u n s i g h t l y scars on th t mountain s l o p t s , cut and f i l l shal l o* 
contro l l t d by standards adopttd by th t Town Council which a r t bastd on 
si opt and gradt a n a l y s i s , fo r const ruc t ion of acctss roads, p r i v a t e 
r i g h t s - o f - w a y and b u i l d i n g s i t t s . A11 cut and f i l l s u r f a c t s shal l bt 
r t p l a n t t d and m a i n t a i n t d to n t g a t t th t p o s s i b i l i t y of t ros ion and 
scarr i ng. 
6. Na tura l V e g e t a t i o n Vegeta t ion sha l l not bt removed 
u n i t s * th t s i t t plan and tht plan fo r v t g t t a t i o n c l t a r i n g is approvtd 
by th t Board of T r u s t t t s . 
7 . Stream Regula t ion No b u i l d i n g s t r u c t u r e , improvtmtnt, 
or appur t tnanct as d t s i g n t d in t h i s codt sha l l bt r a i s t d or 
t s t a b l i s h t d , th t n t a r t s t po in t of which sha l l bt c l o s t r than 30 f t t t 
to th t c t n t t r l i n t of L i t t l t Cottonwood Creek in th t Town. 
3 . R e h a b i l i t a t i o n of E x i s t i n g Landscape Scars In 
conjunct ion w i t h submission of plans for s i t t plan or condi t iona l ust 
approva ls , a p p l i c a n t sha l l submit for approval a d t t a i l t d program for 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n of t x i s t i n g scars on th t landscapt , i f any, caustd by 
unustd roads , mine dumps, excava t ions , const ruc t ion or o t h t r causes. 
Tht Town Council may r e q u i r e that a bond c o v t r i n g such program bt 
d t p o s i t t d to insur t that th t r t h a b i 1 i t a t i o n is c o m p l t t t d . 
9 . Park ing Requirements The Town Council sha l l determine 
th t numbtr of parKing spacts r e q u i r e d . However, the minimum 
requirements of Chapter 2 2 - 3 2 - 1 through 2 2 - 3 2 - 4 of the Ordinances of 
Al ta sha l l be s a t i s f i e d . Covered park ing is encouraged. 
10 . U t i l i t i e s A l l u t i l i t i e s sha l l bt p l a c t d undtrground. 
Sec . ??-?-? , SUM PI an ftpprnvial i-ac Si'nql e Fimi 1 Y ftwal 1 i ngs. In 
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o r d t r to determine compliance w i t h t h i s Qrdinines and to promote 
o r d e r l y and harmonious development of canyon a r t a s f s i t e plans fo r 
s i n g l t f a m i l y dwe l l ings sha l l be approved by the D i r e c t o r of Bu i ld ing 
Inspect ion p r i o r to issuanct of any b u i l d i n g p e r m i t s . A p p l i c a t i o n s 
fo r b u i l d i n g p t r m i t approval sha l l bt accompanied by a s i t t p l a n , 
e l e v a t i o n s and t ransverse and l o n g i t u d i n a l sect ions showing the 
r t l at ionshifr of th t const ruc t ion to th t na tura l gradt and f r n i s h t d 
g r a d t . Drawings sha l l show propostd s i g n s , landscaping, t x t t r i o r 
m a t e r i a l s , co lor s c h t d u l t s and such informat ion as is r tasonab ly 
n t c t s s a r y to t n a b l t th t Town Council to car ry f o r t h th t p rov is ions of 
t h i s C h a p t t r . Tht O i r t c t o r of B u i l d i n g I n s p t c t i o n may seek the 
recommendation of the Design Team and/or the Planning Commission p r i o r 
to approving a p a r t i c u l a r s i t e p l a n . A p p l i c a t i o n s may be approved as 
submi t ted , approved subject to cond i t ions or disapproved. Appeal of 
any dec is ion of t h t D i r t c t o r of B u i l d i n g I n s p t c t i o n may bt madt to the 
Town Council by th t f i l i n g of a w r i t t t n N o t i c t of such a f f t c t w i th the 
Clerk of the Town Council w i t h i n 20 days of the date of w r i t t e n Not ice 
of such d e t e r m i n a t i o n . The Town Council sha l l thereupon promptly hear 
such appeal at the next regu la r meeting of the Town Council or at a 
specia l meet ing , upon c a l l of the Mayor, and the matter shal l be 
reviewed dA OOIUL* 
Sec . ? ? - ? - ! fl • Pef i f i nns In Rsmne . Any request to amend an e x i s t i n g 
zoning ordinance or to amend and change the zoning of any p a r t i c u l a r 
proper ty of the Town sha l l be submitted to the town c le rk in the form 
of a w r i t t e n and v e r i f i e d P e t i t i o n . Said P e t i t i o n sha l l be set f o r t h 
on forms prepared and formulated by the Town Counc i l , upon 
recommendation of the Planning Commission, or i f there be no such 
forms, sa id P e t i t i o n , sha l l in a l l even ts , include the f o l l o w i n g 
e lements: 
1 . The f u l l name and address of the p e t i t i o n e r . 
2 . A statement of a l l l e g a l , cont rac tua l and equ i tab le 
i n t e r e s t in the proper ty as to which zoning amendment or change is 
sought , inc lud ing the names and addresses of a l l such i n d i v i d u a l s . 
3 . A legal d e s c r i p t i o n by metes and bounds or o therwise , of 
the proper ty as to which zoning amendment or change is sought. 
4 . A statement as to the reasons and bases for the 
amendment or change to any zoning ordinance or land use 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . 
3 . I f r e a l p roper ty is proposed to be developed pursuant to 
the propostd amended and changtd zoning o r d i n a n c t , a statement in 
d e t a i l , of the p lans r e l a t i n g to such development, inc lud ing those 
elements as r e q u i r e d in Sect ions 2 2 - 9 * 3 through 2 2 - 9 - 9 , i n c l u s i v e . 
The P e t i t i o n e r sha l l a t tach to the P e t i t i o n two cop i t s of p l a n s , 
p r o f i l e s and schematic drawings of any proposed development as to 
which the P e t i t i o n r e l a t e s . 
6. A statement as to the a v a i l a b i l i t y of u t i l i t y 
f a c i 1 i * ' t s . 
A. FEE A f t t sha l l bt pa id to th t town c l t r k in cash of S30.00 
p lus SiS.OO p t r a c r t or f r a c t i o n t h t r t o f f o r th t f i l i n g of any 
p t t i t i o n r t q u t s t i n g t h t amtndmtnt or changt of th t zoning ordinanct or 
th t zoning c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of a p a r t i c u l a r p r o p t r t y . 
B. R s f t r r a J to P lanning Commission Upon r t c t i p t of any P t t i t i o n 
f i l t d undtr t h i s S t c t i o n , th t Town C l t r k s h a l l , upon payment of th t 
appropr ia te f e e , forward f o r t h w i t h such P e t i t i o n and attachments to 
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Chapter 8 
FORESTRY MULTI-FAMILY ZONES 
FM-10 and FM-20 
Sections: 
22-8-1 Purpose 
22-8-2 Permitted Uses 
22-8-3 Conditional Uses 
22-8-4 Lot Area, Lot Width, and Slope Requirements 
22-8-5 Yard Regulations 
22-8-6 Height Regulations 
22-8-7 Maximum Coverage Regulations 
22-8-8 Special Regulations 
22-8-9 Construction Documents Approval 
22-8-10 Petetions to Rezone 
22-8-1 PURPOSE. To allow high density residential, limited commercial, resort 
dwellings occupied or owned for periods of less than thirty, (30), days and 
other uses as set forth and specified by Sections 22-8-2 and 22-8-3 of this 
Chapter to the extent that such development is compatable with the protection 
of the natural and scenic resources of the Town and the safety of the public. 
Unique winter hazards exist in the Town requiring specific management control 
of resort hotels, condominiums, and commercial enterprises for the protection 
of the public and the health, safety, and general welfare of the residents of 
the Town of Alta. 
22-8-2 PERMITTED USES. All permitted uses are subject to Sections 22-8-4 
through and including 22-8-10. 
1. Single Family Dwellings. 
2. Name plates and signs as defined and limited in Chapter 12 of this 
Title. 
3. Accessory uses and structures customarily incidental to a permitted 
use. 
22-8-3 CONDITIONAL USES. All conditional uses are subject to Sections 22-8-4 
through and including 22-8-9. 
1. Accessory uses and structures customarily incidental to a conditional 
use. 
2. Commercial and private recreation. 
3. Apartment house, lodging house, hotel, time period unit, and 
condominium project. 
4. Multiple family dwelling. 
5. Dwelling group. 
6. Planned Unit Development as defined in Chapter 9. 
7. Class MB" Beer Outlet, Package Agency, State Store. 
8. Restaurant, Boutique, Ski Shop, and other limited commercial uses 
determined by the Town Council to be of the same character of these 
listed and serving the needs of the visitors and residents of the 
canyon. 
8.1 
9. Living quarters for persons employed on the premises of any nam use. 
10. Offices incidental to the main use. 
11. Public and Quasi-public Uses. 
12. Temporary Structures. 
13. Private Non-profit Locker Club. 
22-8-4 LOT AREA, LOT WIDTH, AND SLOPE REQUIREMENTS. Construction of any 
building, structure, or improvements shall not be permitted where any of the 
following conditions exist: 
1. The lot area shall be less than one-half, (1/2), acre in size, or, 
2. The property from which the said lot was subdivided shall have 
contained less than one, (1), net developable acre as defined in 
Section 22-1-6 of this Title, or, 
3. The slope exceeds thirty percent, (30*), grade, or, 
4. The width of the lot shall be less than one-hundred, (100), feet. 
Where exceptional and extraordinary conditions exist, resort may be made to the 
Board of Adjustment pursuant to Chapter 5 of this Title. 
22-8-5 YARD REGULATIONS. Because of the unique nature of topography and 
climatic conditions within the Town, the side, rear, and front yard 
requirements will be determined on an individual basis by the Planning 
Commission. 
22-8-6 HEIGHT REGULATIONS. The unique nature of the topography, vegetation, 
solis, climatic, and aesthetic characteristics of the canyon defy uniform 
regulations and require that the heights of structures be determined on an 
individual basis. Maximum and minimum heights of all conditional uses shall be 
determined by the Planning Commission and after analysis of the following 
elements: 
1. Natural setting. 
2. Relationship with other structures and open spaces. 
3. Contour intervals and topographic features. 
4. Height, density, and species of vegetation. 
5. Scenic vistas and sight lines. 
6. Other elements deemed appropriate to insure that the provisions of 
Section 22-8-1 are met. 
No single family dwelling shall be erected to a height greater than three, (3), 
stories nor less than one, (1), story, and in no case to a height greater than 
thirty-five, (35) , feet above the lowest finished grade adjacent to the 
perimeter of the structure. 
8.2 
22-8-7 DENSITY REGULATIONS. The maximum density for residental dwelling units 
shall be as follows: 
Zone Maximum Density 
FM-10 Up to 10 dwelling units or 20 guest rooms per net developable acre 
and contained in not more than two, (2), buildings. 
FM-20 Up to 20 dwelling units or 40 guest rooms per net developable acre 
and contained in not more than two, (2), buildings. 
The terms -dwelling unit", "guest room", and "building" shall strictly comply 
with their definitions as set forth in Section 22-1-6 of this Title. 
The foregoing maximum density regulations shall not be subject to proration, 
and except for single family dwellings, a full, contiguous, net developable 
acre as defined in Section 22-1-6 shall be required for any property to be 
eligible for subdivision in an FM-10 or FM-20 zone. 
22-8-8 MAXIMUM COVERAGE REGULATIONS. The maximum covrage for the aggregate of 
all buildings, paved surfaces, and graded areas within a lot area shall be 
twenty-five percent, (25%), of the gross lot area. 
22-8-9 SPECIAL REGULATIONS. 
1. NATURAL HAZARDS. Construction of permanent structures shall not be 
permitted, erected, established, or performed in such a manner as to place 
real and personal property and/or individuals at unreasonable risk of harm 
or injury from natural, geographic, or topographic hazards, namely, 
floods, landslides, avalanches, a high water table, or inordinant soil 
erosion. In addition to compliance with the provisions of the Building 
Code governing topographic, structural, construction, and design standards 
necessary to meet the maximum foreseeable risk of such hazards, persons 
developing, inproving, managing, or owning such property shall have the 
obligation and bear the burden of so developing and/or improving the 
property in such a manner that the property and/or the general public are 
safeguarded from unreasonable risk of harm or injury from such natural 
hazards to the satisfaction of the Planning Commission and the Building 
Official. 
2. BOARD OF HEALTH APPROVAL. Prior to issuance of a Conditional Use 
Permit by the Planning Commission or the Town Council or issuance of a 
Building Permit by the Building Official, approval of all uses, regardless 
of size or number of units, shall be given in writing by the Salt Lake 
City/Count Department Health, who shall certify as to the adequacy of the 
culinary water system and the sewage system. The approval of all culinary 
water and sewage facilities shall be in accordance with the regulations of 
the Salt lake City/County Department of Health and the Utah State Division 
of Health. 
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3. SEWAGE SYSTEM. Site plan approvals. Conditional Use Permits, or 
Building Permits shall not be issued until the complete sewage system 
design and specifications have been approved in writing by all appropriate 
governmental agencies with jurisdiction. 
4. BUILDING MATERIALS. Buildings shall be designed to preserve the 
natural beauty of the canyon area. Only those building materials which 
will blend harmoniously into the natural environment shall be permitted. 
The use of wood and stone and other harmonious materials is encouraged and 
the use of bland, unpainted concrete blocks and unpainted metal is 
prohibited on exterior surfaces. 
5. GRADING. To reduce the possibility of erosion and eliminate unsightly 
scars on the mountain slopes, all excavation, grading, and cut and fill 
operations shall be done under the strict control and approval of the 
Building Official. All areas disturbed by construction activities shall 
be revegetated and maintained in accordance with an approved plan. No 
Certificate of Occupancy for any project shall be issued by the Building 
Official until all revegetation is complete. 
6. NATURAL VEGETATION. All existing and proposed vegetation shall be 
shown on the approved site plan and existing vegetation shall not be 
removed except as shown thereon. The design of the project shall be such 
as to retian as much of the existing natural vegetation as possible. 
7. STREAM REGULATIONS. No building, structure, improvement, or 
appurtenance shall be constructed, raised, or established the nearest 
point of which is closer than fifty, (50) , feet from the nearest high 
water line of any natural waterway as defined in Section 22-1-6. The 
approved site plan shall also indicate the extent and specific design of 
the proposed method of control of erosion during and after construction 
activities. The complete, approved erosion control system shall be 
installed and approved by the Building Official prior to commencement of 
any construction activities on any site. 
8. REHABILITATION OF EXISTING LANDSCAPE SCARS. In conjunction with 
submission of plans and documents for building permit or conditional use 
approval, the applicant shall submit for approval a detailed program for 
rehabilitation of existing scars on the landscape, if any, caused by 
unused roads, mine dumps, excavation, construction, or other causes. A 
bond, in an amount determined by the Building Official, covering such 
rehabilitation program shall be deposited with the Town to insure that 
rehabilitation will be completed. No Certificate of Occupancy shall be 
issued by the Building Official until all approved rehabilitaton work is 
complete. 
9. PARKING REQUIREMENTS. The Planning Commission shall determine the 
number of parking spaces required. However, the minimum requirements of 
Chapter 11 of this Title shall be provided except that hotels and lodging 
houses shall provide one-half, (1/2) . parking space for each guest 
8.4 
room rounded to the next higher whole number of parking spaces• In order 
to gradually reduce the large parking areas which detract from the natural 
beauty of the Town, the Planning Commission may require that covered or 
enclosed on-site parking be provided. 
10, UTILITIES. All utilities shall be placed underground. 
11. TIME PERIOD UNIT PROJECT. 
a. In every Time Period Unit project, the condominium declaration, 
unit owners' association articles of incorporation and by-laws shall 
be submitted to and approved by the Town Council of the Town of Alta 
prior to recordation. Time Period Unit projects are regarded as 
hotels for those characteristics bearing on service to the public 
and the health, safety, and general welfare of the public and 
residents of the Town of Alta. For purposes of this Title and in 
regarding Time Period Unit projects as hotels, all such projects 
shall be required to have management procedures and are subject to 
all other regulations identical to those required of hotels. In 
addition to all other requirements of the Utah Condominium Ownership 
Act. the following provisions shall be included in any Time Period 
Unit projects condominium declaration, owner's association articles 
of incorporation and by-laws: 
1. An affirmation that the Time Period Unit project will 
maintain a manager and other responsible employees on the 
project property at all times for purposes of managing the 
project as a hotel, answering inquiries from the general 
public and from officials of the Town and other governmental 
agencies, providing for maintenance, upkeep, waste and snow 
removal as required by unit owners or transient renters and 
responding to emergencies such as fire, storm, earthquake, and 
avalanche. 
2. A statement that the act of ratification of the Time 
Period Unit project owner's association articles of 
incorporation and by-laws is a conferral of power of attorney 
for the unit owners upon the person in charge or the 
designated manager of the project for service of process and 
on the first officer of the project owner's organization 
should no manager be designated, A further statement that, in 
matters relating to health, safety, and morals of the 
residents of Alta and/or Salt Lake County, the Town may issue 
to the project manager, first officer of the project owner's 
organization, or present manager instructions, requests, 
orders, notice of service of process of any otherwise lawful 
nature whatsoever, and such issuance or notice shall be 
service to all the owners of units within the project and to 
the owner's association. 
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b. The unit owner's association of any Time Period Unit project 
shall maintain a management reserve fund in the name of the Town of 
Alta in an amount to be established by the Town Council for each 
individual project in a trust account in a bank to be named in the 
by-laws, to be assessed by the Town of Alta for any real costs it 
may incur in taking responsible emergency steps to secure the safety 
of the project, its owners and inhabitants, the residents of Alta, 
or the general public in the absence from the project of the manager 
or other responsible employees or agents of the project* 
c. No condominium unit shall be converted to a Time Period Unit use 
unless 100% of the owners express in writing a desire to convert 
each of their units to a time period use, A condominium project 
unit owners association desiring to convert to a time period unit 
use must apply to the Town on a form provided by the Town and must 
show written evidence that 100% of the unit owners will convert to 
time period use within one, (1), year. Subsequent to any such 
conversion, but prior to time period unit use, the condominium 
declaration and by-laws roust be amended and recorded to clearly show 
that the project is a Time Period Unit project rather than simply a 
condominium project and to comply fully to all the above provisions. 
d. Each Time Period Unit project shall obtain an annual business 
license from the Town of Alta. It is a misdemeanor to occupy any 
time period unit or to allow access to any common area facility by 
unit owners or the general public without a business license. 
22-8-10 CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS APPROVAL. In order to determine compliance 
witn this Title and to promote orderly and harmonious development of canyon 
areas, construction documents for all projects shall be approved by the 
Building Official prior to the issuance of any building permits. Applications 
for Building Permit shall be accompanied by plans, specifications, and other 
documents with sufficient data and at a reasonable scale to describe all 
existing and proposed conditions including, but not limited to, topography, 
grading, roads and walks, buildings, utilities, vegetation, exterior materials, 
color schedules, and other such information as may be required to insure 
compliance with the provisions of this Title. The Building Official may seek 
the recommendation of the Planning Commission prior to approval of any 
project. Applications may be approved as submitted, approved subject to 
conditions, or disapproved. Appeal of any decision of the Building Official 
may be made to the Town Council by filing a written notice of such affect with 
the Clerk of the Town Council within twenty, (20), days of the date of the 
written notice of such determination. The Town Council shall thereupon 
promptly hear such appeal at the next regular meeting of the Town Council or at 
a special meeting, upon call of the Mayor, and the matter shall be reviewed de 
novo. 
8.6 
22-8-11 PETITIONS TO RE20NE. 
1. Any request to amend an existing zoning ordinance or to amend and 
change the zoning of any particular property within the Town shall be 
submitted to the Town Clerk in the form of a written and verified 
Petition. Said petition shall include the following elements: 
a. The full name and address of the petitioner. 
b. A statement of all legal, contractual, and equitable interest in 
the property as to which zoning amendment or change is sought, 
including the names and addresses of all such individuals. 
c. A legal description by metes and bounds or otherwise, of the 
property as to which zoning amendment or change is sought. 
d. A statement as to the reasons and bases for the amendment or 
change to any zoning ordinance or land use classification. 
e. If real property is to be developed pursuant to the proposed 
amended and/or changed zoning ordinance, a statement in detail of 
the plans relating to such development, including those elements as 
required in Sections 22-8-3 through and including 22-8-9. The 
petitioner shall attach two, (2), copies of plans, specifications, 
and other documents as may be necessary to fully describe in detail 
the nature, character, and extent of the proposed development as to 
which the Petition relates. 
f. A statement as to the availability of all utility services. 
2. At the time the petition is filed, the applicant shall also pay to the Town 
Clerk all required fees as shown in Title 9 of the Code of Revised Ordinances 
of Alta. 
C. Upon receipt of any Petition filed under this section and payment of all 
appropriate fees by petitioner, the Town Clerk shall forward forthwith such 
Petition and all attachments to the Chairman of the Town Planning Commission 
for review, analysis, and action by that Commission pursuant to law at the next 
regularly scheduled meeting of the Commission. 
8.7 
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Addendum 7 
E. BARNEY GESAS (1179) 
MATTHEW C. BARNECK (5249) 
CAMPBELL MAACK & SESSIONS 
First Interstate Plaza, Suite 400 
170 South Main Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1605 
Telephone: (801) 537-5555 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 
STATE OF UTAH 
TOWN OF ALTA, 
AFFIDAVIT OF 
Plaintiff, : MARCUS LaFRANCE 
vs. : 
BEN HAME CORPORATION, : Civil No. 880908097CV 
Defendant. : Judge Raymond Uno 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
)SS. 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE ) 
I, Marcus LaFrance, being first duly sworn, do depose and 
state as follows: 
1. I am over the age of 18 years and have personal 
knowledge of all the facts set forth in this affidavit. 
2. I am the Building Inspector for the Town of Alta and 
have held that position for the past three (3) years. 1 am a 
former member of the Town Planning Commission, and am the 
FILES £.»Tr'?!'%T 
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principal officer in charge of revising the General Plan for the 
Town of Alta. I also created the address system for the Town of 
Alta which was necessary for 911 emergency service. 
3. In the course of my responsibilities, I have had 
occasion to become familiar with virtually all of the real 
property within the borders of the Town of Alta. I am also 
familiar with the zoning ordinances of the Town of Alta and the 
location of various zones within the Town. I revised the Town 
of Alta Zoning Ordinances in 1989. 
4. I am personally familiar with the Blackjack Village 
subdivision and the Ben Hame house which is located on Bypass 
Road within that subdivision. The Blackjack Village subdivision 
is zoned FR-0.5, which permits single-family dwellings. 
5. The property within the Town of Alta immediately to the 
north and to the west of Blackjack Village subdivision is zoned 
FM-20, which permits short-term rental only if a conditional use 
permit was obtained through the Town Planning Commission. 
6. The property to the north of Blackjack Village 
subdivision which is zoned FM-20 is known as the Sugarplum 
Planned Unit Development. Properties in that area are being used 
as single-family dwellings, and are not used for short-term 
rental. 
2 
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7. The property immediately to the south and east of 
Blackjack Village subdivision is zoned FR-50, which permits one 
single-family dwelling every fifty (50) acres. 
8. Within the Blackjack Village subdivision, there are two 
other improved properties, one of which is immediately adjacent 
to the Ben Hame house on the west, and is being used as a single-
family dwelling. The other is also being used as a single-family 
dwelling. 
9. It is necessary to prohibit short-term rental in the 
FR-0.5 Zone in the Blackjack Village subdivision for the safety 
and welfare of all residents of the Town of Alta. The Blackjack 
Village subdivision is located on Bypass Road which is one of two 
roads connecting the Town of Alta to the Salt Lake valley on the 
west. The other road is State Road 210, which is the main road 
leading up Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
10. In the event of an avalanche, State Road 210 is the most 
susceptible to avalanche danger and, of the two roads, is the one 
which is most often closed due to avalanche. When that occurs, 
Bypass Road is the only road by which emergency vehicles, 
residents and tourists can travel between the Town of Alta and 
the Salt Lake valley. Thus, it is crucial that the Bypass Road 
be free from the parking congestion that generally attends short-
term rental, and which frequently exists near the Ben Hame house. 
3 
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11. Short-term rental on the Bypass Road also interferes 
with the snow removal process. Often during the winter, if cars 
from short-term rental units are parked on the road, snow removal 
vehicles cannot get through, and if they can get through. 
Occasionally, snow removal vehicles are forced to "bury" parked 
vehicles in snow in order to clear the snow from the road. 
12. The Ben Hame house was never inspected or approved for 
compliance with the Uniform Building Code provisions or 
requirements for R-l occupancy, hotels and apartment houses. In 
addition, the Ben Hame house has never been inspected or approved 
under the appropriate provision of the fire code for commercial 
useage. 
DATED this h ^ day of July, 1990. 
W w W w t ^ 
MARCUS LaFRANCE 
J? ubscribed and sworn to before me by Marcus LaFrance this day of July, 1990. 
Commission Expires: 
12-?-W 9/ 
BLIC " 
Notary Public \ 
LEJLANI LEWIS I 
310 So. Main 12th R. I 
Salt Lake City, Utoh 841011 
My Commission Expires I 
Decembers, 136! 1 
Stale of Utah ! 
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Addendum 8 
A 5,000 square foot private residence located on the ski 
mountainside of the Superior by-pass road midway be-
tween Alta and Snowbird. This year-round residence was 
designed by the Salt Lake City architect Boyd Blackner 
and offers attractive views overlooking Little Cottonwood 
canyon, the Snowbird ski area and Mount Superior. 
At 8,600 feet, the house is reached by skiing from Alta 
on the Westward Ho Ski Trail down beyond the Peruvian 
Lodge, or from Snowbird by skiing on the high traverse 
across the Black Jack Trai l . From the residence to the 
tramway at Snowbird, it is a 3 - 5 minute (500 ft.; 
vertical ski down. A bus stop to Alta and Snowbird 
is 200 feet from the house. 
The residence offers such unusual resort home features 
as piano, stereo, hot tub, sauna, separate game room 
with pool table and table tennis, drying closets for ski 
wear, and living space that can accommodate 12 to 
20 people. 
SPECIFIC FEATURES 
c t 
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Cross Sect ion View Garage Level 
• Two Car Garage 
• Work shop area 
Ground Floor 
• Game Room 
• Toilet 
• Dual showers 
• Sauna 
• Uti l i ty room and fL 
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First Floor 
• Family Room/Bedroom with Fireplace (sleeps 2) 
• Owner's apartment (sleeps 2) 
• Two family bedrooms (each room sleeps 2 • 4 people) 
with baths and walk-in closets 
• Total first f loor accommodat ions 4 bedrooms with 3 Vi baths 
• Laundry room - washer & dryer 
• Deck area with hot tub 
Second Floor 
• Two master bedroom suites with baths and walk-in closets 
• Drying closets 
• Outside deck and entrance 
• Fireplace in l iv ing area 
A Private Residence at Snowbird, Gtah 
Ben Hame 
nnnnr* 
SUPERIOR 
PEAK 
t 
N 
HELLGATE 
CONDO 
LITTLE 
COTTONWOOD 
CREEK 
THE RUSTLER 
LODGE 
ALTA LODGE 
GOLDMINER'S 
DAUGHTER LODGE 
HELICOPTER 
PAD 
SALT LAKE CITY
 T H E L ODGE AT 
18 MILES SNOWBIRD 
TURRAMURRA 
LODGE 
IRON BLOSAM 
LODGE 
PARKING 
LOT 
=F BEN 
HAME 
THE 
PERUVIAN 
LODGE 
A 
•\ BLACKJACK 
CONDOMINIUMS 
— BYPASS ROAD 
THE CLIFF 
HOTEL 
CHICKADEE 
LIFT 
SNOWBIRD 
CENTER 
ALTA 
WILDCAT 
CHAfRUFT 
ALTA 
COLLINS 
CHAIR 
LIFT 
MIDGAD WILBERE 
LIFT RIDGE 
LIFT 
GAD 1 LIFT 
PERUVIAN 
LIFT 
AERIAL 
TRAM 
FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CALL RITA KOPP-312-566-0010 
BEN HAME RESIDENCE PHONE 80 I -742-2028 
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Rates include: 
January 1-15 
January 16-31 
February 
March 
April 1-14 
April 15-30 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
Octbber-Nov. 19 
November 19-30 
December 1-14 
December 15-31 
1) Services of r 
2) Housekeepin 
Paid in full 
6 months prior 
(PLE 
$650/day 
$750/day 
$900/day 
$900/day 
$750/day 
$600/day 
$300/day 
$300/day 
$400/day 
$400/day 
$300/day 
$300/day 
$600/day 
$600/day 
$1100/day 
BEN HAME RATES 1988-1989 
esident manager and cooking 5/6 days out of 7 days (breakfast and dinner) o o o 
20% Down Payment 
Balance paid in full 
60 days prior 
Each Additional 
Person* 
Jtah sales and room tax will be added to rental) 
$850/day 
?850/day 
$1050/day 
$1050/day 
$850/day 
$700/day 
$300/day 
$300/day 
$400/day 
$400/day 
$300/day 
$300/day 
$650/day 
$650/day 
$1200/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
$25/day 
Basic rate includes up to 14 people. 
Standard booking is 7 days - Saturday to Saturday. If shorter brokings are accepted, a service charge will apply. 
